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Spain 247,514 

4707.  Fee— appeal 825 

4707  and  June  27, 1890.  Fee— limitation  ...  171 
4707.  Bank— dependent  mother 18 

4707.  Rate 35 

4708.  Remarriage 338 

4713.  Commencement 384 

4713  and  4730.  Commencement 178 

4716.  Election.. 466 

4716.  Navy  pensions 416 


I  Pase. 

I  4716.  Aocroed  pensions 241 

I  4716.  Disloyalty— conscription 252 

4716.  Disloyalty— evidence 64. 124 

'  4716.  Disloyalty— evidence— presumption     138 

I  4716.  Duress-line  of  duty 290 

;  4716.  Record— evidence 327 

I  4718.  Pending  claim— accrued  pension...     299 

4720.  Commencement— special  act 426 

I  4730 and  4713.  Mexican  war— commence- 

,  ment ir5 

4734.  Pension  money,  withholding Hl> 

!  4746.  Pension  money— assignment 80 

j  4747.  Pension  money— seizure 80 

;  4758.  Navy  pensions 410,412 

4767.  Navy  pensions 410 

'  4766.  Guardians 352 

4768.  Payment  of  pension 412.416 

'  4766.  Pension  fund— payment 353 

4783.  Guardians 353 

4786.  Fee  agreements 203 

'  4813.  Navy  pensions 410 

5486.  Guardians :153 


State  Statutes. 


California  Laws  (March  26, 1895),  sees.  56, 

57, 70, 75, 77. 78,  marriage 144 

Georgia  Code  (1882),  sees.  3504  and  3828- 

jurisdiction.... 229 

Indiana  Bevised  Statutes: 

Sec.  1051,  divorce— decree 227 

Sec.  1065,  summons— service 228 

Sec.  1058,  nonresident— service 228 

Iowa  Code: 

(1873)  sees. 2223  and  2231, marriage. . . .       74  I 
(1897)  sees. 8176  and  3182, marriage ....       74 
Maryland  (3ode: 

(1777)  «h.  12,  sec.  11,  marriage  of  col- 

oredi>er8ons 279 

(1777)  ch.  62,  sec.  13,  marriage  of  col- 
ored persons 280 

(February    6,    1879)  legitimacy— col- 
ored persons 281 


Massachusetts: 

(May  29, 1895)  marriage 116 

(June5,1896)  marriage..  116 

Michigan,  Howard  on  Stats.,  sec.  6295, 

wif3's  right  to  property 297 

Missouri,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sees. 
2009,  2010,  2013,  2014,  interlocutory  de- 
cree        oOl 

New  York,  sec.  6,  ch.  8,  art.  1,  p.  2332,  mar- 
riage       2l4 

Oregon,  Code  of  1872,  Title  VII,  par.  766. 

evidence— marriage 43^ 

Virginia  Code: 

(February  27,  1866)  marriage  of  col- 
ored persons lt»' 

(1873)  pp.  843  and  844,  ch.  105.  sec.  7, 
marriage 44o 
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DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  PENSIONS. 


amputation— act  of  al^gvst  i,  4886. 

John  B.  Anderson. 

It  having  been  established  that  the  amputation  of  soldier's  arm  was  made  "at  or 
above  the  middle  of  the  arm  bone"  (humerus),  the  failure  to  show  the  exact 
line  of  section  does  not  affect  the  status  of  the  case,  and  i)en8ioner  was  entitled 
to  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  |45  per  month  instead  of  $36,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  to  the  date  of 
his  death.     (See  case  of  John  W.  Curran,  5  P.  D.,  1.) 

Assista/nt  Seci\>tary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Coinntiufsumrr  of  Pefh^Jfrns^ 

May  31,  1900, 

I  have  the  honor  to  return  herewith  the  papers  in  the  case  of  John  B. 
Anderson,  deceas€»d,  foraierly  a  private  in  Company  K,  Seventeenth 
Michigan  Infantry,  who  was  at  the  date  of  his  death  pensioned  at  $36 
per  month  for  '^loss  of  right  arm  above  elbow,"  under  certificate  Xo. 
29700,  issued  September  15,  1886;  and  also  the  papers  in  the  case  of 
his  widow,  M.  Louise  Anderson,  now  pensioned  at  $24  per  month, 
under  special  act  of  Congress,  by  certificate  No,  440082,  all  of  which 
papers  were  recently  transmitted  to  the  Department  for  consideration 
in  connection  with  a  motion  filed  April  12, 1900,  for  the  reconsideration 
of  a  former  departmental  decision  in  the  said  invalid  claim. 

The  said  decision  dated  February  27,  1900,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached  hereto,  held,  as  will  be  noted  by  reference  thereto,  that: 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  soldier's  arm  was  amputated  at  or  abf)ve 
the  middle  of  the  humerus,  and  he  was  therefore  not  entitle<l  to  the  $45  rate  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886. 

It  will  also  be  noted  that  the  said  decision  holds  that: 

The  action  of  the  Bureau,  Septemljer  15,  1886,  was  eiiuivalent  to  an  assertion  by 
the  Bureau  that  the  amputation  was  not  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the 
use  of  an  artificial  limb,  and  to  said  action  the  soldier  impliedly  assented  by  his 
a<.*quie8cence  and  silence.  He  never  asserted  or  attempte<l  to  prove  that  his  amputa- 
tion was  at  or  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus,  or  so  near  the  shoulder  joins  as  to 
prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,  within  the  meaning  or  intent  of  said  act  of 
August  4,  1886,  but  he  assented  to  the  said  Bureau  action  for  over  four  and  one-half 
years  preceding  his  death. 

In  this  connection — after  more  mature  deliberation — it  seems  only 
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2  DKCISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

necossaiy  to  stato  -that,  inasiimch  as  the  first  decision  promulgated  by 
the  Department  which  construed  the  moaning  of  the  term  ''so  near 
the  shoulder  joint  oh  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb/"*  used  in 
the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  and  defined  the  limit  of  the  point  of  ampu- 
tation which  would  bring  any  given  case  within  the  rule  laid  down 
therein,  was  the  di^cision  rendered  February  28,  1891,  in  the  case  of 
John  W.  Curi-an  (5  P.  D.,  1),  only  tw^o  weeks  and  three  days  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  it  is  altogether  improbable  that  he  was 
aware  of  the  nature  of  the  said  decision,  or  even  of  its  existence. 
Besides  which,  as  stated  by  his  present  widow,  and  shown  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  he  w*ds  physically  and  mentally  incapible  of 
attempting  to  have  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  said  decision  applied  to 
his  ca.se.  And,  as  to  his  silent  acquiesence  in  the  aforesaid  Bureau 
action  of  Septeml)er  15,  1886,  by  which  his  rate  was  increased  to  ^6 
instead  of  to  $45  per  month,  it  is,  in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  stiit^- 
ments,  now  frankly  acknowledged  that  it  was  somewhat  unreasonable 
to  have  expected  that  the  soldier  should  have  ^anticipated — by  some 
years — what  construction  the  Department  would  eventually  put. upon 
the  various  terms  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  and  consequently  have 
sought  to  have  obtained  at  such  a  time  the  same  benefits  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  act  for  which  his  widow  is  now-  contending  in  the 
light  of  existing  decisions  thereon.  Neither  is  it  to  be  presumed  that 
all  pensioners  are  cognizant  of  all  laws,  especially  of  the  exac^t  terms 
thereof,  that  may  be  passed  by  Congress  for  their  benefit,  and  it  is 
not  improbable  that  when  a  new  certificate  of  pension  at  the  rate  of 
$36  per  month  was  issued  to  the  pensioner  in  this  case,  without  his 
having  made  any  application  therefor,  that  he  supposed  that  the  said 
rate  was  all  that  he  was  entitl(*d  to  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
creating  that  rate;  certainly  w^e  have  no  information  to  the  contrary. 
And,  in  so  far  as  the  statement  in  the  decision  hereto  attached, 
that- 

the  action  of  the  Bureau  SepteiTiV)er  lo,  1886,  wa.^  equivalent  to  an  as«?rtion  by  the 
Bureau  that  the  amputation  wan  not  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  aa  to  prevent  the  uj^e 
of  an  artificial  limb- 
is  concerned,  it  isw^orthyof  note  that  it  was  the  practice  of  the  Bureau 
at  the  time  the  said  action  was  taken  for  the  finance  division  to  direct 
the  reissue  of  certificates  in  this  class  of  claims,  and  to  fix  the  rate  of 
the  new  issue  without  first  referring  the  cases  to  the  medical  division 
for  an  advisor v  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  action  taken  in  the 
premises. 

Furthermore,  at  the  time  the  said  Bureau  action  was  taken  in  this 
case,  no  decision  had  been  promulgated  in  which  a  definite  construc- 
tion was  placed  upon  the  intent  of  the  phrase,  "so  near  the  shoulder 
joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb;"  audit  w^as  not  until 
the  aforesaid  decision  of  Febniary  !>S,  1891,  in  the  case  of  John  W. 
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Curi-an  was?  ivnclored  that  a  rule  was  laid  down  defining  the  extreme 
limit  of  .section  of  the  humerus — in  an  amputated  arm — that  would 
bring  the  ease  within  the  purview  of  that  portion  of  the  act  of  August 
4,  1886,  which  prescribed  a  rating  of  $45  per  month.  And  it  is  in 
view  of  these  facts  that  it  can  not  he  held  that  the  Bureau  erred  at  the 
time  the  said  action  of  September  15,  1886,  was  taken,  or  that  the  sol- 
dier w^as  quietly  acquiescing  in  what  he  believed  to  >>e  an  improper 
action. 

As  a  matter  of  coincidence,  however,  and  of  no  little  importance  and 
interest  as  well,  it  is  shown  by  the  record  in  the  case  that  the  soldier 
did,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  entertain,  even  long  before  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  August  4,  1886,  not  only  views  almost  identical  with  certsiin 
terms  incorporated  in  the  said  act,  Imt  that  he  did  also  to  a  certain 
extent  anticipate  the  construction  which  was  subsequently  put  upon 
those  terms  in  the  aforesaid  Curi^an  decision. 

In  a  letter  in  his, own  handwriting  dated  August  27,  1885,  and 
addressed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  he  made  the  following 
inquiries  and  statements: 

Does  your  Department  construe  act  of  March  3,  1885  (increasing  pension  for  loss 
of  arm  at  shoulder  joint),  literally,  or  according  to  what  I  think  was  its  intent,  viz, 
all  cases  where  the  amputation  was  so  near  the  shoulder  that  an  artificial  arm  can  not 
be  used?  I  can  not  see  the  reason  or  justice  for  drawing  so  fine  a  distinction  between 
the  two  classes  of  cases. 

My  stump,  measuring  from  armpit  to  the  tip,  is  about  4  inches  in  length — not 
sufficient  for  the  use  of  any  artificial  (limb?),  as  I  convinced  myself  by  trial.  Any- 
thing I  could  wear  was  only  a  dead  weight  and  of  no  use  whatever — in  fact,  was  in 
the  way,  and  thus  worse  than  useless. 

If  you  rule  that  cases  of  amputation  near  the  shoulder  come  within  the  intent  of 
the  act,  will  you  send  me  necessary  blanks  to  be  filled  out  in  making  application  for 
the  increase? 

The  terms  of  the  said  act  of  March  3,  1885,  were,  however,  of  such 
a  character  as  to  admit  of  no  such  construction  as  suggested  by  the 
writer  of  the  foregoing  letter  being  placed  thereon,  and  he  was  so 
advised,  as  appears  by  an  indorsement  dated  September  29,  1885,  on 
the  jacket  of  the  case;  but  it  does  seem  to  be  quite  a  coincidence  that 
Congress  should  only  one  3ear  later  enact  a  law  embodying  the  very 
idea  advanced  in  the  said  letter,  and  it  also  seems  singularly  appro- 
priate that  the  writer  thereof  should  have  been  entitled  to  the  extreme 
benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  law,  although  he  died  without 
having  received  his  full  meed  in  that  respect. 

The  foregoing  letter  of  the  soldier  was  briefly  referred  to  in  the 
decision  attached  hereto,  and  it  was  stated  therein  that — 

soldier  was  then  discussing  his  rights  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1883,  under  whi(!h 
he  was  then  receiving  the  $30  rate — 

but  no  further  comment  was  made  on  the  contents  of  the  said  letter. 
It  must  be  confessed,  however,  that  the  statement  above  quoted  was 
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clearly  error,  as  the  soldier  evidently  knew  that  he  had  received  all 
the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1883,  to  which  he 
was  entitled;  and  he  expressly  stated — in  very  legible  handwriting — 
as  is  now  observed,  that  he  desired  a  construction  of  the  ''act  of 
March  3,  1885,"  an  act  which  had  1>een  passed  but  a  few  months  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  said  letter,  and  to  the  benefits  of  which  he  argued 
that  he  was  entitled. 

The  said  act  of  March  3,  1885,  provided,  among  other  things: 

That  all  soldiers  «  *  ♦  ^ho  have  had  an  ami  taken  off  at  the  shoulder  joint, 
*  *  *  and  who  are  now  receiving  jHineions,  shall  have  their  pensions  increased 
to  the  same  amount  that  the  law  now  gives  to  soldiers  and  sailors  who  have  lost  a 
leg  at  the  hip  joint. 

The  ''amount"  which  the  law  then  gave  for  the  loss  of  a  leg  at  the 
hip  joint  was  $37.50  per  month.  But  it  will  readily  be  seen  that  the 
soldier  had  no  valid  claim  to  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act,  as  his  arm  had  not  been  ''taken  off  at  the  shoulder  joint;"  and 
the  terms  of  the  act  itself  admitted  of  no  other  construction  as  to  their 
intent.  This  question  is,  however,  not  involved  in  the  pending  motion, 
and  need  not  be  further  discussed  herein. 

And  inasmuch  as,  as  above  stated,  the  soldier's  right  arm  was  not 
amputated  at  the  shoulder  joint,  the  one  vital  question  to  be  deter- 
mined— in  oi*der  to  bring  his  case  within  the  i-ule  laid  down  in  the 
Curi-an  case — is,  Was  the  said  arm  amputated  at  or  above  the  middle  of 
the  humerus? 

The  material  facts  presented  in  the  case  for  consideration  in  this  con- 
nection are  as  follows: 

In  his  original  declaration  for  pension,  filed  April  30,  18(54,  the 
soldier  made  the  following  allegation: 

Being  engaged  in  battle  at  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  on  the  23d  day  of  November,  1863, 
deponent  received  a  shot  from  a  musket  ball,  which  enteretl  his  right  arm  about  4 
inches  above  the  elbow,  passing  through — came  out  in  front — shattering  the  bone  in 
its  course. 

Deponent  was  taken  to  "Hospital  No.  5,"  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  where  his  ami  was 
airfputated  two  hours  afterwards  by  an  army  surgeon. 

The  period  at  which  the  said  amputation  was  performed  shows  that 
an  ''immediate  amputation''  wjis  done — that  is,  ^'an  amputation  done 
during  the  prevalence  of  shock,  usually  within  from  two  to  six  hours 
after  the  receipt  of  the  injury  necessitating  the  operation."    (Wyeth.) 

The  records  of  the  War  Department,  so  far  as  the  reports  therefrom 
on  file  in  the  case  show,  furnish  no  information  as  to  the  said  wound. 

A  report,  dated  May  20,  1864,  from  the  surgeon  in  charge  of  the 
records  of  the  aforesaid  hospital  at  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  is  to  the  follow- 
ing effect: 

These  records  show  that  John  B.  Anderson,  Company  K,  Seventeenth  Regiment 
Infantry,  received  a  gunshot  wound  in  the  right  arm — the  lower  end  of  the  humerus 
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severely  fractured,  and  a  flesh  wound  of  left  arm  at  the  elbow;  ann  amputated  by 
Sui^on  Coggeswell,  of  the  Twenty-ninth  Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry,  during 
the  siege,  then  in  charge  of  the  general  hospital. 

Although  this  report  is  not  as  explicit  as  might  be  desired,  it  con- 
firms the  statements  of  the  soldier  as  to  the  fact  that  the  lower  portion 
of  the  right  humerus  was  badly  fi*actured,  and  that  an  "immediate 
amputation  ■'  was  performed  in  consequence  of  the  severity  of  the  said 
wound.  It  is,  however,  not  diflScult  of  belief  that  the  lK)ne  in  the 
soldier's  right  arm  was  "severely  fractured"  when  it  is  stated  that  a 
musket  ball  passed  through  the  same.  As  is  well  known,  the  musket 
ball  of  those  days  was  a  bullet  of  very  large  caliber,  made  of  soft  lead, 
and  which,  when  fired  from  a  distance,  upon  striking  any  hard  sub- 
stance, such  as  a  bone  of  the  size  of  the  humerus,  woukl  spread  or 
flatten  out,  causing,  in  a  wound  of  the  character  involved  in  this  case, 
very  serious  damage — not  a  wound  like  that  which  is  produced  by  the 
"Mauser'-  bullet  of  to-day,  w^hich  seldom  necessitates  the  amputation 
of  a  liml),  but  a  wound  more  like  that  caused  >)y  the  much  feared  and 
detested '"dumdum"  bullet,  the  use  of  which  is  condemned  by  all 
civilized  nations.  "While  these  statements  may,  "at  first  blush,"  seem 
somewhat  irrelevant  to  the  question  at  issue,  they  are,  nevertheless, 
believed  to  be  of  more  or  less  importance  as  tending  to  confirm  l)oth 
the  soldier's  allegjition  and  the  hospital  record  in  the  case  relative  to 
the  damage  done  the  bone  of  his  right  arm.  Therefore,  taking  it  for 
granted  that  the  humerus  of  a  man  of  the  soldier's  height  is,  as  stated 
by  the  medical  referee  in  an  advisory  opinion  in  the  case,  i;))out  12 
inches  long,  and  admitting  the  allegation  of  the  soldier  that  the  said 
musket  ball  passed  through  his  right  arm  about  4  inches  above  the 
elbow  to  be  true,  it  can  readily  be  inferred  that  the  bone  may  have 
been  splintered  an  inch  or  two  ])oth  above  and  f)elow  the  point  of 
entrance  of  the  said  missile,  and  that  in  performing  the  amputation  it 
became  necessary  to  cut  away  enough  of  the  damaged  bone  and  other 
structures  in  order  to  obtain  good  results,  namely,  a  sound  stiuup,  to 
make  the  line  of  section  at,  or,  as  appears  to  have  been  more  likely  in 
this  instance,  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus.  Besides  which  fact, 
amputations  made  under  such  circumstances  were  hurriedly  performed, 
and  the  same  care  which  would  be  given  in  time  of  peace,  especially  in 
these  days  of  antiseptic  surgery,  with  a  view  to  securing  a  useful 
stump,  could  not  then  be  exercised. 

Among  other  statements  in  the  decision  attached  hereto,  which  nmst 
be  receded  from  or  at  least  qualified,  are  the  following  assertions: 

Not  only  did  soldier  fail  to  testify  to  the  point  (f  amputation,  or  that  it  was  po 
near  the  joint  ae  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,  but  claimant  is  equally  silent 
on  this  subject. 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  measurement  of  the  stump  was  ever  made  by  anyone, 
or  from  what  point  the  examining  surgeon  made  his  estimate. 
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If  he  made  it  from  the  same  point  a«  Dr.  Crummer,  the  five  incheH  named  by  the 
examining  surgeon  would  make  the  ix)int  of  amputation  the  center  of  the  average 
humerus. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  soldier  did  *'  fail  to  testify  to  the  point  of 
amputation,"  does  not  his  aforesaid  letter  of  August  27, 1885,  as  above 
quoted,  testify  most  eloquentl}"  and  convincingly  to  the  fact  that  he 
did  consider  that  his  arm  had  been  amputated  ''  so  near  the  joint  as  to 
prevent  the  use  of  an  ailiticial  limbT'  For  does  he  not  say  therein 
that  the  stump — from  armpit  to  tip — measured  but  4  inches  in  length, 
and  that  it  was  not  suflRcient  for  any  artificial  contrivance?  This,  too, 
after  he  had,  as  he  says,  "  convinced  myself  (himself)  by  trial.  Any- 
thing 1  (he)  could  wear  was  only  a  dead  weight  and  of  no  use  whatever, 
in  fact  in  the  way,  and  thus  worse  than  useless." 

It  is  worthy  of  note,  too,  that  this  statement  was  made  at  a  time 
when  there  was  no  provision  of  law  which  specifically  considered  any 
such  condition  as  that  certified  to  by  the  soldier — a  condition  that  was, 
however,  afterwards  provided  for  by  the  act  of  August  4,  1886;  but 
he  was  merely  arguing,  from  his  point  of  view,  what  he  thought 
should  be  construed  as  the  intent  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1885,  an  act 
increasing  the  mte  of  pension  for  'Moss  of  an  arm  at  the  shoulder 
joint,"  the  provision  of  which,  he  thought,  included  '*all  cases  where 
the  amputation  was  so  near  the  shoulder  that  an  artificial  limb  cannot 
be  used,"  for,  as  he  said: 

1  can  not  see  the  reason  or  justitre  for  drawing?  t?o  fine  a  distincrtion  Ijetween  tlie 
two  claaetea  of  case^a. 

Relative  to  the  assertion  that  the  "'  claimant  is  equally  silent  on  this 
subject,"  it  is  noted  that  although  she  had  not  at  that  time  made  an 
affidavit  as  to  the  point  of  amputation  of  the  soldier'^s  arm,  she  did 
contend  in  her  appeal  filed  December  8, 1899,  that  her  '' husband's  arm 
was  amputated  atove  the  middle  of  the  humerus,"  and  stated  '*  a  letter 
which  ho  wrote  many  3'ears  ago  (the  letter  of  August  27,  1885,  quoted 
herein)  shows  the  length  of  the  stump/'  and  further  said: 

It  is  also  shown  by  the  certificate  of  the  only  medical  examination  ever  onlered 
by  the  Pension  Office,  and  by  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Crummer,  who  attended  him  in 
his  last  illnej?H. 

She  also  contended  in  her  said  appeal  that  the  fact  as  to  her  husband's 
arm  having  been  amputated  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus  was 
clearly  shown  by  the  admissions  of  the  medical  reftn-ee  in  his  advisory 
opinion  in  the  case  dated  November  2f>,  1897. 

The  said  advisory  opinion  will  be  st^t  out  in  full  herein  later  on. 

In  a  recent  aflSdavit  of  the  appellant,  executed  April  9, 1900,  which, 
of  course,  was  not  before  the>  Department  when  the  former  decision 
in  the  case  was  rendered,  it  is  shown  that  she  did  have  personal 
knowledge  as  to  the  fact  that  the  stump  of  the  soldier's  arm  was 
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actually  measured,  and  the  points  of  nieasurenient  arc  given.     The 
affiant  states,  in  part,  as  follows: 

*  *  *  I  cared  for  and  nur8e<l  the  noldior  iiiany  yeai>»,  liaving  uinK)rtunitie8  for 
observing  his  ami. 

The  right  arm  was  certainly  amputat«tl  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus.  I  know 
this  by  fre<iuently  seeing  lK)th  arms  naked,  when  the  amputate<l  arm  apjH'areil  to  be 
about  one-third  the  length  of  the  left  arm  from  enK)w  to  shoulder  joint. 

I  declare  on  one  occasion  I  saw  my  husband  measure  the  stumi)  with  a  rile,  and 
it  measured  scant  4  inches  in  length  from  armpit  to  point  of  amputation. 

I  further  declare  that  the  soldier  attempte<l  to  wear  an  artificial  arm  and  found  it 
impossible  to  do  so.     *    *    * 

The  length  of  the  stump  of  the  soldier's  right  arm  was  also  shown 
by  the  report  of  the  examining  surgeon  by  whom  the  soldier  was 
examined  August  19,  1874,  the  onh'  official  medieal  examination  ever 
made  of  the  pensioner,  and  ])y  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Benjamin  F. 
Crummer,  Hyland  C.  Ilieks,  and  S.  C.  Snydam. 

The  said  report  of  the  examining  surgeon  and  testimony  of  Dr. 
Crummer  were  referred  to  and  commented  upon  in  the  attached 
decision,  but  the  testimony  of  Hicks  and  Snydam  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  considered. 

The  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  states: 

His  right  arm  in  off  about  5  inches  l>elow  the  shoulder  jonit. 

The  onl}^  comment  on  the  above  report  was,  "  It  does  not  appear 
*     *     *     from  what  point  the  examining  surgeon  made  his  estimatt\'' 

In  this  connection  it  is  now  deemed  but  proper  to  stiite  that 
imismuch  as  there  was  at  that  time,  August  19,  1874,  no  law  which 
provided  a  pension  for  the  loss  of  an  arm,  except  "  *  *  *  at  the 
shoulder  joint,'"  and  '*  *  *  '  *  above  the  eibow%"  and,  consequently, 
there  being  no  instructions  to  examining  surgeons— such  as  have  been 
issued  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886 — then  extant, 
relative  to  the  method  of  examining  claimants  for  pension  on  account 
of  disabilities  of  this  character,  it  is  not  to  be  «»xpected  that  the  exact 
line  of  section,  or  whether  it  was  at,  above,  or  below  the  middle  of  the 
humerus,  would  be  shown  in  the  report  of  an  examination  made  at 
such  a  time.  The  report  of  the  examination  in  this  case  showed  very 
clearly  that  the  amputation  was  not  **at  the  shoulder  joint,"  but  that 
it  was  **al)ove  the  elbow.''  This  being  conclusively  shown,  there  was 
no  further  requirement  to  be  complied  with. 

It  is  also  deemed  proper  to  state  that,  in  castas  involving  the  loss  of 
an  anu,  or  a  portion  thereof,  the  certificate  of  an  examining  surgeon, 
or  of  a  board  of  examining  surgeons,  is  usually  ri^garded  as  sufficient 
to  show  the  i>oint  of  amputation  and  dc^termine  the  class  within  which 
the  case  under  consideration  may  come;  and  had  the  report  of  the 
.  examination  held  in  this  case  stated  that  the  stump  of  the  soldi<M'\s  arm 
was  7,  or  8  inches  in  length,  instead  of  saying  that  it  was  about  5 
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incheiH  long,  there  is,  I  think,  no  question  Tmt  what  the  said  report 
would  have  been  accepted  as  conclusively  showing  that  the  amputa- 
tion had  been  made  below  the  middle  of  the  humerus;  at  least,  testi- 
mony so  positive  and  convincing  as  to  show,  almost  beyond  the 
perad venture  of  a  doubt,  that  the  finding  of  the  examining  surgeon 
was  error  would  have  to  be  furnished  before  his  report  would  be 
regarded  as  having  been  controverted.  This  being  true,  should  not 
the  same  degree  of  confidence  })e  placed  m  the  statement  of  the  exam- 
ining surgeon  in  this  case,  that  the  stump  of  the  soldier's  arm  was  but 
5  inches  long,  and  thus  bring  the  same  within  the  rule  laid  down  in 
the  aforesaid  Curran  decision,  especially  when  his  report  is  corrobo- 
rated by  the  testimony  of  another  physician,  of  three  neighbors,  one 
of  whom  measured  the  stump,  and  of  the  soldier's  widow,  and  by  his 
ow^n  statement  made  at  a  time  long  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
Augusts,  1886^ 

Dr.  Crummer,  a  physician  of  good  repute,  has  testified  in  the  case 
on  two  separate  occasions  as  to  the  length  of  the  stump  in  question.  In 
his  deposition  before  a  si^ecial  examiner.  May  26,  1897,  he  said: 

The  Htmnp  of  tlie  arm  I  would  call  a  ronical  stumi) — considerable  muscular  atro- 
phy. I  did  not  measure  the  ntump  from  the  outside.  I  estimated  it  from  the  axil- 
lary fold  to  end  of  the  bone — about  2  to  2}  inches. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  at  the  time  Dr.  Crummer  had  the 
soldier  under  his  professional  care  and  observation — February'  25  to 
March  17,  1891 — the  latter  had  no  claim  for  increase  or  rerating  on 
file,  the  CHirran  decision  had  jiLst  been  or  was  about  to  be  promul- 
gated—of which  fact,  however,  he  was  probably  ignoi'ant — and  there 
was,  conseciuently,  no  occasion  for  his  taking  the  measurement  of  the 
said  stump.  Besides  which,  the  soldier  was  critically  ill — on  his  death 
bed,  in  fact — and  the  doctor's  attention  was  not  especially  directed  to 
his  arm,  although  he  closely  observed  the  same,  as  is  shown;  and  it 
seems  incredible  that  had  the  amputation  })een  made  below  the  middle 
of  the  humerus,  thus  leaving  a  stump  over  6  inches  in  length,  an  intel- 
ligent observer,  especially  a  physician,  who  is  supposed  to  be  familiar 
with  such  matters,  should  estimate  the  distance  from  the  "axillary 
fold  to  the  end  of  the  bone''  to  be  but  2i  inches.  His  testimony  has 
not  heretofore,  I  think,  been  given  due  weight. 

S.  C.  Snydam,  in  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner,  said: 

AVhen  J  first  met  him  (tht^  soldier)  he  wan  mimis  the  right  arm;  it  was  off  close 
to  his  shoulder. 

Hyland  C.  Kii-k  stated  in  a  deposition  dated  April  29, 1897,  that  his 
relations  with  the  soldier  were  very  intimate.  He  further  deposed 
and  said: 

Both  l)eing  soldiers,  we  often  spoke  of  our  army  life,  which  UhI  to  the  question  of 
the  wound  which  caused  the  amputation  of  his  arm.  The  humerus  was  shattered 
baflly,  he  said,  and  "in  the  amputation  of  it  a  bungling  o|H»ration  was  |>erformeil, 
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and  the  amputation  being  4  or  5  inches  from  the  shoulder,  the  result  wae,  consider- 
able dead  bone  was  left  in  the  wound,  which  acted  unfavorably  upon  his  nerves  and 
feelings." 

In  a  recent  affidavit,  filed  with  the  pending  motion,  G.  Smith  Stan- 
ton, of  Great  Neck,  Long  Island,  N.  Y.,  states  that  he  lived  at  one 
time  at  Portsmouth,  Iowa,  at  which  place  the  soldier  was  formerly 
station  agent  for  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Com- 
pany; that  he  knew  the  soldier  well;  that  the  latter s  right  arm  ''was 
off  near  the  shoulder,"  and  that — 

*  *  *  On  one  o<*ca8ion,  while  rubbing  the  ntub  of  the  arm  of  the  said  Anderson 
in  order  to  see  if  a  pair  of  lines  could  be  placred  over  sai<l  stub  if  occasion  required 
said  Anderson  to  drive  a  span  of  horses,  deponent  measure^l  said  stub  with  Maid 
deponent's  hand  and  found  the  length  of  said  stub  wa«  exactly  the  width  of 
deponent's  liand — i  inches. 

It  does  not  appear,  after  a  careful  search  of  all  the  papers  in  the 
case,  that  the  medical  referee  has  ever  expressed  a  positive  opinion 
that  the  soldier's  right  aim  was  not  amputated  above  the  middle  of 
the  humerus.  In  an  advisory  opinion,  dated  August  31,  1897,  in  the 
widow's  claim  under  the  general  law,  which  was  then  under  consider- 
ation upon  appeal,  the  statement  is  made  that — 

The  history  of  this  (»se  shows  that  soldier  received  a  gunshot  wound  of  the  right 
arm,  and  the  same  was  ainputate<i  between  the  shoulder  and  elbow. 

A  very  safe  and  noncommittal  statement,  although  the  point  of 
amputation  was  not  then  pertinent  to  the  question  at  issue. 
In  a  slip  of  reference,  dated  June  12,  1893,  he  stated: 

It  is  of  reconi  that  amputated  stump  was  5  inches  in  length. 

And  in  an  advisory  opinion,  dated  November  26,  1897,  in  rivsponse 
to  an  order  from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  he  state — 

*  *  *  whether,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Department,  this  soldier  wan  entitled 
to  the  $46  rate  at  the  time  of  his  death  by  reason  of  i)ensioned  causes — 

the  medical  referee  said: 

In  an  affidavit  file<l  in  1864  the  soldier  stated  that  in  November,  1863,  he  received 
a  shot  from  a  musket,  which  entered  right  arm  about  4  inches  above  elbow,  shatter- 
ing the  bone,  anfl  that  arm  was  afterwards  amputated.  So  far  as  the  papers  show, 
the  only  medical  examination  was  made  August  19,  1874,  which  shows  right  arm  off 
about  5  inches  below  shoulder  johit. 

An  examination  of  the  medical  authorities  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  average 
length  of  the  humerus  of  a  man  of  the  soldier's  height  is  a  little  over  12  inches.  The 
examination  shows  stump  al)out  5  inches  long,  but  thei-c  is  nothing  to  show  that 
accurate  measurements  were  made. 

While  the  presumption  is  that  the  arm  wa«  amputated  at  or  aljove  the  middle  of 
the  humerus,  we  are  not  in  possession  of  such  information  as  to  warrant  a  positive 
opinion  as  to  the  exact  point  of  the  amputation. 

The  foregoing  is  the  opinion  heretofore  referred  to  in  this  commu- 
nication and  which,  it  was  stated,  would  later  be  set  out  in  full  herein. 
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As  will  be  observed,  this  most  reeoiit  advisory  opinion  of  the  med- 
ical referee  is  (juite  negative  as  to  whether  the  allowance  of  the  $4:5 
mte  was  wan-anted;  and  it  is  only  by  implication  that  he  held  that 
title  to  said  rate  had  not  been  established. 

If,  as  he  states,  'Hhe  presumption  is  that  the  arm  was  amputated  at 
or  above  the  middle  of  the  humerus/'  what  matters  it  whether  "the 
exact  point  of  amputation"  is  shown  or  not^  As  long  as  the  facts 
presented  in  the  case  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  amputation  was 
made  at  or  alM)ve  the  middle  of  the  humerus  it  does  not  appear  how 
the  status  of  the  case  would  lie  affected  by  failure  to  show  the  exact 
line  of  section.  , 

And  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  in  the  case  even 
tending  to  show  that  the  amputation  was  made  below  the  middle  of 
the  said  l)one,  it  would  seem,  inst;t»ad  of  holding  that  ''*  *  *  at 
best  *  *  *  but  a  mere  suspicion  that  soldier's  arm  may  have 
been  amputated  aliove  the  center  of  the  humerus  *  *  *"  is  created 
by  "■  the  evidence  in  this  case/'  as  was  done  in  the  decision  attached 
hereto,  that,  per  contra,  the  opinion  was  fully  warranted  that  there 
was,  in  reality,  only  the  mere  shadow  of  a  suspicion  that  the  said 
operation  on  the  soldier's  right  arm  was  not  performed  at  or  above 
the  middle  of  the  humerus. 

Conceding,  then,  that  the  length  of  the  lK)ne  in  the  soldier's  right 
arm  wa>i,  a,s  stated  by  the  medical  referee,  '*a  little  over  12  inches'' 
before  the  amputation  was  made,  and  that  the  stump  left  after  the 
operation  was,  as  stated  by  the  examining  surgeon  and  shown  by  the 
evidence,  })ut  5  inches  long,  the  conclusion  naturally  follows  that  the 
section  of  the  humerus  was  made  somewhat  above  its  center.  Espe- 
cially is  this  so  when  it  is  considered  that  the  length  of  the  }x)ne  in 
the  stump  must,  necessarily,  be  less  than  that  of  the  stump  itself;  for 
the  rule  of  first  impoi-tance  is,  in  amputations,  after  having  first  deier- 
mined  the  proper  line  of  section,  to  have  plenty  of  flap;  that  is,  the 
soft  parts  which  are  to  form  the  cushion  or  covering  of  the  end  of  the 
bone  for  its  protection. 

But  one  other  statement  in  the  decision  hereto  attached  remains  to 
be  considiM'cd  in  connection  with  the  pending  motion  for  the  reconsid- 
eration of  that  decision  in  its  entirety. 

It  is  stated  therein  that: 

Ah  \va«  held  in  tht»  recent  decision  in  the  chh*  of  Charles  K.  Bortliwiek,  aliai*  Frank- 
lin Brown  (10  P.  I).,  249): 

"A  lonj?  line  of  det'isions  are  uniform  and  hannonious  to  the  effect  that  cstM^i*  long 
since  adjudicated  by  previous  adniinistratiouH  will  not  Ik*  disturbed  for  slight  or 
trivial  reasons,  nor  upon  mere  matter  of  opinion  as  to  the  weijjht  of  evideuiv,  nor 
upon  matters  involving  men»ly  an  exercise  of  judgment  or  discretion,  but  only  when 
glaring  error,  mistake,  or  manifest  injustice  is  apparent  from  the  rec^ord  or  the 
evidence." 
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A  number  of  cases  were  oited,  in  which  .siiiiilar  rules  had  been  laid 
down,  as  tending  to  sustain  the  view^s  above  set  forth;  but  when  it  is 
considered  that  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  was  an  act  which  provided 
certain  specific  i-ates  of  pension  for  ceitain  specific  clauses  of  disabil- 
it}',  named  in  the  act,  and  that  its  terms  were  mandatory  as  to  the 
payment  of  the  said  rates,  the  cause  of  disability  being  established,  it 
must  be  acknowledged  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited  can 
hardly  \)o  held  to  apply  to  the  case  at  bar,  unless,  perhaps,  that  part 
of  the  same  referring  to  cases  in  which  '"■  *  *  *  error,  mistake, 
or  manifest  injustice  is  apparent''  may  ho  said  to  be  applicable  to  the 
question  now  under  considei'ation. 

It  has  been  deemed  advisable  to  discuss  thus  fully  each  phase  of  the 
questions  at  issue  in  this  case  in  order  that  it  may  not  be  charged  that 
the  Department  is  inconsistent  in  reaching  certiiin  conclusions  at  one 
time,  and  then  holding  entirely  different  views  a  short  time  thereafter, 
when  the  conclusions  in  each  instance  are  Iwised,  practically,  upon  the 
same  set  of  facts. 

It  will,  however,  1  think,  be  appreciated  that  all  the  material  facts 
presented  in  this  (*ase  have,  upon  review,  been  accorded  a  more  care- 
ful and  thorough  consideration  than  was,  perhaps,  given  the  same 
when  the  attached  decision  was  rendered. 

But  it  now  seems  much  more  likely  that  the  views  enunciated  in  the 
said  decision  were  based  upon  a  misconception  of  the  said  facts  and  of 
the  decisions  and  laws  applicable  thereto  as  well. 

In  a  communication  accompanying  the  pending  motion  in  this  case 
it  was  stated  that  the  said  motion  was  *'in  no  shape  intended  as  a 
reflection'-  on  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises,  and  it  ^vas 
suggested  therein  that-- 

courte  oi  justice,  which  have  much  less  busmeas  to  do,  and  far  greater  opportunities 
to  give  conHideration  to  cases,  oft«n  have  their  decisions  reconsidered  and  reversed, 
and  where  there  is  such  a  multitude  of  work  to  do,  *  *  *  in  reference  t^  iwnsion 
cases,  it  is  not  surprising,  not  to  be  wondered  at,  that  in  occasional  instances  apparent 
errors  or  mistakes  have  been  committe<l. 

The  aptness  of  the  foregoing  statement  is  quite  apparent,  and  its 
truth  can  not,  of  course,  be  questioned;  and  inasnuich  as  this  Depart- 
ment is  the  highest  tribunal  to  which  an  applicant  for  pension  can 
appeal,  upon  a  question  of  fact,  for  the  preservation  of  what  he  may 
consider  his  just  rights,  any  decision  which  may  })c  rendered  here 
being  subject  to  revision  only  liy  the  Department  itself,  the  greatest 
C!are  should  ho,,  and  generally  is,  exercised  before  deciding  adversely 
to  the  interests  of  a  claimant  for  a  pension,  while,  at  the  same  time, 
the  interests  of  the  Government  nuist  be  properly  protected. 

Enough  has  been  said  herein,  I  think,  to  show  that  the  Department 
18  now^  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  presented  in  this  case  war- 
i"ant  the  conclusion  that  the  soldier's  right  arm  was,  for  pensionable 
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purposes,  amputated  ''so  near  the  shouldw  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use 
of  an  artiticial  limb,"  and  it  is  held  that  he  should  have  received  a  pen- 
sion at  the  rate  of  $A5  instead  of  $36  per  month  from  August  4,  1886. 
to  the  date  of  hi.s  death.  Departmental  decision  of  February  27, 1900, 
a  copy  of  which  is  attached  hereto,  affirming  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  the  premises,  is  therefore  overruled  and  set  aside;  and  inasmuch  as 
the  widow  of  the  said  soldier  was,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Abram  Duryee  (3  P.  D.,  276),  pemiitted  to  file  an 
application  for  the  rerating  of  her  husband's  claim,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  August  4, 1886,  it  is  hereb}'  directed  that  such  action 
as  may  be  necessary  looking  to  the  readjustment  of  the  rate  in  the  sol- 
dier's claim,  and  to  the  payment  to  the  said  widow  the  difference 
between  the  i-ate  allowed  and  the  rate  to  which,  as  herein  determined, 
he  was  entitled  for  the  period  named,  shall  be  taken  at  as  early  a  date 
as  practicable,  as  the  case  has  been  made  special. 

The  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  former  departmental  action 
in  the  case  is,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  sustained,  and  the  papers 
in  the  case  arc  returned  herewith. 


SERVICE-MILITIA. 

IxSTRrCTIONS. 

The  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  easels  of  Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D.,  295), 
William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Walter  Morris  (9.  P.  D.,  482),  and  all  similar  cases, 
which  recognizes  certain  militiamen  as  having  be<m  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States,  should  continue  to  be  acc»ei)ted  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  as  precedent"^ 
under  which  to  adjudit^te  pension  claims  of  the  clavSs  therein  described.  (See 
20  Op.  Atty.  Oenl.,  322. ) 

SetTetary  E,   A.  Hitclwoeh  Up  tJw  VanunimUmer  af  Pem^hmn^  Jime  7, 

1900, 

Herewith  I  transmit  a  copy  of  an  opinion  this  day  rendered  by  the 
Assistant  Attorney -General,  which  is  given  at  my  request  in  response 
to  your  letter  of  December  21,  1890,  inquiring  whether  the  decisions 
of  the  Department  in  the  pension  claims  of  Randolph  M.  Manley, 
William  Bice,  Walter  Morris,  and  similar  cases  should  be  further 
accepted  by  the  Pension  Bureau  as  precedents  under  which  to  adjudi- 
cate claims  of  the  class  described  in  said  decisions. 

This  opinion  has  received  my  approval,  and  has  theiefore  })ecome 
my  response  to  your  inquiry. 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attornt^y-Geneml  al)ove 
referred  to:  [Kd.]  *^ 

Dkpartmknt  of  the  Interior, 

WaAhinfftniu  Ju7ie  7,  1900, 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Sir:  Under  your  recent  reference  1  have  considered  the  communi- 
cation of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  of  DeccMuber  21^1899,  inquir- 
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ing  whether  the  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  pension  claims  of 
Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D.,  295),  William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Walter 
Morris  (9  P.  D.,462),  and  similar  cases  should  be  further  accepted  by 
the  Pension  Bureau  as  precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  claims  of 
the  class  described  in  said  decisions. 

After  careful  considemtion  of  these  departmental  decisions,  and  of 
the  opinions  of  Assistant  Attorney-General  Shields  (5  P.  D.,  310)  and 
Attorney-General  Miller  (20  Op.  A.  G.,  322),  and  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  April  12, 1866  (14  Stat,  32),  which  recognize  these  militiamen 
as  having  been  ''in  the  service  of  the  United  States,"  I  am  of  opinion 
that  said  departmental  decisions  should  continue  to  be  accepted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions  as  precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  pension 
claims  of  the  class  therein  described. 
Very  respectfully, 

Willis  Van  Devanter, 

Assistant  Attorney- General. 
Approved  June  7, 1900. 

E.  A.  Hitchcock,  Secretary, 


discharge— i>E8ERTION— practice. 

Jerome  Woodin,  alias  Frank  Allen.  ^ 

In  1891  pension  was  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  when  the  practice 
required  only  a  final  honorable  discharge  from  the  service;  therefore  the  deser- 
tion of  an  applicant  for  pension  under  said  act  from  his  first  service  was  no  bar 
to  pension.  The  practice  having  been  changed  so  as  to  require  an  honorable 
discharge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  performed  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  properly  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  deserter. 

As^tant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Catnphell  to  the  Commissionei'  of  Pensions^ 

June  8,  1900. 

Jerome  (borne  on  the  rolls  of  his  companies  as  Wm.  J.)  Woodin, 
late  of  Companies  H  and  D,  Ninetieth  New  York  Infantry,  alias  Frank 
Allen,  late  landsman.  United  States  Navy,  has  appealed,  November  14, 
1898,  from  the  refusal.  May  13,  1898,  to  restore  his  name  to  the  rolls 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  which  it  had  been  dropped 
December  11,  1897.  The  dropping  was  on  the  ground  that  pensioner 
had  not  received  a  discharge  from  all  the  service  which  he  contracted 
to  render  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  being  a  deserter  from  the 
first  above-named  service  when  he  enlisted  in  the  Navy.  The  charge 
of  desertion  was  subsequently  removed,  but  the  denial  of  restoration 
was  on  the  ground  that  a  ratable  degree  of  disability  under  said  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  no  longer  existed. 

The  basis  of  appeal  is  that  a  pensionable  disability  does  exist,  and 
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tho  teard  of  surgeons  that  last  examined  him  did  him  an  injustice  in 
reporting  otherwise.  And  he  asks  that  he  be  sent  before  another 
}K)ard.  No  reference  is  made  in  this  appeal  to  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  under  the  general  law.  The  only  question  therefore  to  be 
determined  is  whether  the  action  in  the  case  under  the  act  of  June  27. 
islK),  as  taken  was  regular  and  justified  by  the  facts. 

A  })rief  summary  of  the  history  of  these  claims  wnll  give  a  clearer 
understanding  of  the  reasons  for  and  propriety  of  the  action  taken. 
The  appellant's  first  application  was  filed  February  25,  1869,  and 
alleged  sciatica  of  the  right  leg  as  having  })een  contracted  during  his 
service  on  the  gunl>oat  Red  Rover  in  the  fall  or  winter  of  1864.  In 
another  application,  filed  November  12,  1872,  he  alleged  that  his  dis- 
ability was  total  stiffness  of  right  leg,  caused  by  taking  mercur\'  while 
serving  on  said  vessel,  and  his  disease  was  called  1)y  the  surgeons 
sciatic  rheumatism.  That  claim  was  rejected  September  27,  1873, 
'*  upon  the  report  of  the  sj^ecial  examiner."  Said  report  was  chiefly  a 
recapitulation  of  the  facts  shown  by  the  record  of  appellant's  service 
in  both  the  Army  and  Navy,  with  the  expression  of  an  opinion  that 
the  alleged  disability  was  not  a  result  of  the  naval  service,  and,  as  he 
was  a  deserter  from  the  army  service,  he  w^as  not  pensionable  for  any 
disability  contracted  therein. 

The  record  of  these  services  shows  the  following:  He  enlisted 
Novem})er  10,  1861,  in  Company  H,  Ninetieth  New  York  Infantry,  as 
William  J.  Woodin;  was  present  to  June,  1862,  when  he  was  sentenced 
''to  forfeit  fifteen  days'  pay  })v  order  of  a  regimental  court-martial; '' 
was  transferred  to  Company  E,  and  on  rolls  of  that  company  for  May 
and  flune,  1863,  was  reported  sick  in  hospital  at  Baton  Rouge;  on  the 
rolls  for  January  and  February,  1864,  he  was  reported  as  "deserter 
from  Port  Hudson,  La.,  June  18,  18()8,  with  full  etjuipments;  due 
United  States  for  equipments  lost,  $24.46.''  On  regimental  returns 
for  February,  1864,  he  was  reported  "  deserted  June  13,  1863,  at  Port 
Hudson;  improperly  reported  absent  sick."  Not  })orne  on  the  rolls 
as  Jerome.  The  medical  records  covering  the  foregoing  service  show 
that  he  was  treated  in  regimental  hospital  in  October,  1862;  December, 
1862;  twice  in  January,  1863,  and  in  March,  1863.  His  disabilities 
were  vermes,  acute  diarrhea,  bronchitis,  rheumatism,  and  tertian 
intermittent  fever. 

He  enlisted  as  Frank  Allen,  landsman,  on  board  the  Red  Rover^  at 
Memphis,  Tenn.,  September  7,  1864,  was  carried  on  the  rolls  of  said 
vessel  to  June  15,  1865,  when  discharged.  During  this  service  the 
medical  record  shows  him — 

admitted  at  naval  station,  Mound  City,  111.  (as  William  Allen,  acting  boatflwain), 
January  20,  1865,  with  erysipelas;  disease  affects  nearly  the  whole  right  leg;  pil.  cath. 
CO.,  iodid,  potass.  Dovers  powder.  Nausea  and  vomiting.  Gastric  and  intestinal 
disorder:    Tr.  opii.  camph.     Origin  not  stated.    Discharged  February  1,  1865,  to 
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Med  Hoirr.  A(iuutte<l  February  1,  1865,  with  erysipelas,  leg.  No  liospital  ticket  on 
file.  Journal  states:  "His  disease  originated  in  the  line  of  duty,  having  been  con- 
tracted by  exposure  to  climatic  influences.'*  No  record  of  treatment.  Dischargeil 
February  25,  1865,  to  duty.  Naval  station,  Mound  City,  111.  Admitted  March  4, 
1865,  with  dropsy,  the  result  of  diseased  liver.  No  record  of  origin  or  treatment. 
Dischai^ged  March  8,  1865;  condemned  by  medical  survey  and  granted  fifteen  days' 
leave.     No  record  of  survey  <m  file. 

Another  statement  is  tliat- 

the  name  of  P'rank  Allen  does  not  appear  on  the  journal  of  the  lied  Hover,  but  as 
the  disease  for  which  William.  Allen  was  treated  api^ears  to  agree  with  that  claimed 
by  applicant  it  is  })resumed  that  the  me< Heal  officer  may  have  made  an  error  in  enter- 
ing the  name. 

Claimant  does  not  appear  to  have  made  any  further  effort  to  prose- 
cute this  claim  after  its  rejection  in  1873,  beyond  the  filing  of  a  few- 
affidavits  as  to  his  condition  after  discharge.  It  was  taken  up  again, 
however,  and  rejected  December  11,  1897,  on  the  ground  that  when 
he  enlisted  in  the  Navy  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  Company  E, 
Ninetieth  New  York  Infantry,  as  shown  [)v  the  record  of  the  War 
Department.  And  once  again  said  claim  was  considered  and  the  ground 
of  rejection  was  changed  February  18, 1899,  to  "no  ratable  disability 
from  sciatica  of  right  leg  since  discharge.'' 

In  the  meantime  claimant  had  filed,  July  14, 1890,  a  claim  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  disability  from  sciatica  rheu- 
matism and  disease  of  heart.  The  claim  was  admitted  in  July,  1891, 
at  $6  per  month,  but  for  different  disabilities  than  those  alleged,  the 
medical  examination  only  showing  catarrh  and  lumbago.  This  allow- 
ance M'as  under  the  practice  of  the  Bureau,  sanctioned  by  rulings  of 
the  Department,  requiring  only  that  a  final  honorable  discharge  from 
rebellion  senice  should  be  shown.  Subsequently  this  practice  and 
the  rulings  were  abrogated  by  departmental  decisions  which  held  that 
the  law  required  an  honorable  discharge  of  a  claimant  under  said  act 
from  any  and  all  services  engjiged  to  be  performed  by  him. 

Under  this  construction  the  pensioner,  being  borne  on  the  record  as 
a  deserter  from  his  army  service,  was  notified  that  his  name  would  be 
dropped  from  the  rolls,  and  such  action  was  consummated,  as  before 
indicated,  on  December  11,  1897.  Thereupon  he  filed,  February  3, 
1898,  an  application  for  reconsideration,  declaring  that  he  was  never  a 
deserter,  and  the  charge  against  him  had  been  removed.  A  call  being 
made  upon  the  War  Department  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  his 
.statement,  it  was  rep<irted  in  res|X)nse  to  said  call,  that — 

the  charge  of  desertion  of  June  13,  1863,  against  this  man  is  removed  and  he  is  dis- 
charged to  date  June  13,  1863,  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
approved  March  2, 1889. 

The  status  of  the  claimant  being  thus  changed  he  was  ordered  for 
medical  examination,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether  he  was  still 
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entitled  under  the  fU't  of  June  27,  18JM),  by  reason  of  incapacity  for 
earning  his  support  by  manual  labor.  The  following  certificate  dated 
March  30,  1898,  describes  his  condition  at  that  time: 

Pulse  rate,  72;  respiration,  Irt;  teiniH^rature,  98i;  liei^ht,  5  feet  7  iuches;  weight, 
1()1  pounds;  age,  54  years. 

General  appearance  and  muscular  development  go<Kl — nkiu  noniial,  tongue  clean, 
and  hands  calloufled.     No  evidence  of  sciatica  or  of  rheumatism. 

Apex  of  heart  1  inch  Mow  and  2  imches  internal  to  left  nii>i>lc.,  evident  only  on 
palpation;  area  of  dullness  not  increased;  rhythm  normal,  and  no  murmurs;  no 
hypertrophy,  dilatation,  <lyspna»a,  cedema,  or  cyanosis. 

Pulse,  standing,  80,  and  after  brisk  exercise  88;  chest  measures  34  inches  expira- 
tion, and  37i  inches  inspiration.  Chest  symmetrical;  breathing  free  and  easy;  no 
abnormal  sounds  discovered  on  auscultation  and  no  dullness  on  percussion. 

Urine — acid — sp.  gr.  1020,  no  albumen  (heat  and  HNGj)  and  no  sugar  (Fehling), 
no  evidence  of  piles,  congestion  of  hemorrhoidal  N-essels,  fissures,  fistulse,  prolapse, 
or  ulceration. 

Trachoma  lx)th  lids  right  eye  from  burn  of  lime.    No  evidence  of  general  debility. 

All  other  joints,  muscles,  tendons,  and  nerves  found  normal.  No  evidence  of  other 
disabilities  or  of  vicious  habit<». 

No  disabilities  found  sufficient  to  warrant  a  rating. 

As  will  be  seen  a  ratable  disability  was  not  shown,  and  the  claim  was 
rejected  for  that  reason  May  7, 1898.  Some  question  was  raised  in  the 
Bureau  as  to  the  correctness  and  regularity  of  this  action,  the  claim 
being  one  for  restoi-ation.  The  chief  of  the  law  division  was  called 
upon  for  an  opinion  upon  the  matter,  and  responded  with  this 
statement: 

If  the  charge  of  desertion  had  been  removed  from  the  record  of  this  soldier  at  the 
date  of  his  dropping  in  December,  1897,  he  should  Ix)  restored  to  the  rolls,  and  if 
found  to  be  not  pensionably  disabled,  he  should  Ix?  given  the  legal  notice  imder  the 
act  of  December  21,  1893,  to  drop  his  name  from  the  rolls.  If,  however,  at  the  time 
the  pensioner's  name  was  dropi>ed  from  the  rolls  in  Decern l)er,  1897,  the  charge  of 
desertion  standing  against  him  had  not  been  removed,  and  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  showed  that  he  was  a  deserter,  he  was  legally  dropped  from  the  rolls, 
and  should  not  be  restored;  and  lx*fore  his  name  can  l)e  again  placed  on  the  rolls,  he 
must  establish  new  title  to  pension. 

This  is  regarded  as  a  correct  statement  of  the  rule  applicable  to  such 
situation,  and,  as  will  be  observed,  the  rule  was  followed  in  the  action 
taken.  That  is,  as  far  as  was  known  at  the  time  of  the  dropping,  the 
charge  of  deseition  was  still  standing  against  the  soldier,  and  under 
the  law,  as  it  had  been  constiiied,  the  dropping  was  not  only  proper 
but  impemtive.  So,  also,  in  adjudicating  the  claim  for  restoration  it 
was  within  the  province  of  proper  authority  and  a  duty  to  ascerbiin 
whether  claimant  was  still  pensionably  disabled,  and  when  it  was  found 
he  was  not,  to  reject  the  claim. 

There  is  one  question  which  suggests  itself  in  connection  with  this 
review  of  the  adjudication  above  mentioned,  and  which  might  have 
been  pertinent,  but  which,  under  the  existing  circumstances  of  the  case, 
is  not  deemed  important.     This  question  pertains  to  the  correctness  of 


DECISIONS    RKLATING    TO    PENSIONS.  17 

the  information  regarding  claimant's  desertion  at  the  time  his  name 
was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  It  has  been  stated  that  as  far  as  then 
known  the  charge  of  desertion  was  still  standing  on  the  record.  But, 
the  report  showing  this  fact  was  made  in  1873.  No  report  had  been 
called  for  in  connection  with  the  proposition  to  stop  payment.  Very 
soon  after  the  dropping  claimant  filed  the  application  for  restomtion, 
declaring  that  the  charge  of  desertion  had  been  removed,  and  when  a 
report  was  received  later  this  declaration  was  verified.  It  is  true  the 
report  re^s,  'Hhe  charge  of  desertion  is  removed,"  as  if  it  was  an 
action  then  taken,  but  the  previous  declaration  of  claimant  indicates 
that  the  removal  may  have  been  accomplished  sometime  before. 

If  it  were  tine  that  the  charge  had  been  removed  prior  to  the  drop- 
ping, and  that  such  dropping  was  actually  not  warranted  at  the  time 
upon  the  basis  of  such  charge  the  failure  of  th«  Bureau  to  ascertain  the 
facts  and  the  action  taken  would  be  considered  in  ordinary  circum- 
stances, such  error  as  would  justify  the  restoration  of  the  pension  and 
payment  from  the  date  of  dropping,  provided  the  claimant  had  been 
i-atably  disabled.  And  just  here  is  the  saving  clause  in  this  matter, 
that  claimant  is  shown  not  to  have  been  so  disabled  and  was  not  entitled 
on  the  score  of  incapacity  to  earn  his  support  by  manual  labor,  so  that 
whether  the  ground  of  dropping  was  altogether  the  true  one  or  not,  he 
will  not  be  restored  merely  to  cure  an  irregularity.  The  fact  remains 
that  he  was  not  then  entitled  and  it  could  not  be  seriously  contended 
that  the  Government  should  be  required  to  restore  and  pay  a  pension 
for  w^hich  there  was  no  title,  upon  a  technicality. 

The  reasonableness  of  this  position  is  self-apparent.  Besides,  there 
is  ample  authority  for  it  in  the  laws,  which  confer  large  discretion 
upon  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  the  matter  of  stopping  or 
reducing  pensions  when  found  to  be  without  proper  title;  also,  in  the 
decisions  of  the  Department  in  cases  of  similar  import.  But  it  is  not 
certain  that  this  question  properly  arises  in  this  case,  and  it  is  referred 
to  only  to  meet  the  objection  if  it  should  come  up  in  the  future  by 
reason  of  a  change  in  the  record  as  it  now  exists  in  the  claim. 

There  is  still  another  matter  which  might  be  important  in  the  tnent 
the  claimant  should  be  found  pensionable  in  the  future.  In  the  report 
of  the  War  Department  relative  to  the  removal  of  the  charge  of  deser- 
tion it  is  stated  that  such  action  was  taken  ''under  the  provisions  of 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889."  That  section  provides, 
among  other  things,  that  "the  absence  from  the  service  (of  any  bene- 
ficiary of  said  law)  did  not  exceed  four  months."  The  reports  now  on 
tile  show  that  this  soldier  was  absent  at, least  nine,  if  not  more  than 
fourteen  months;  and,  while  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  this 
Department  to  call  in  question  the  propriety  of  the  action  of  another 
Department  or,  necessarily,  to  know  the  basis  on  which  such  action  is 
taken,  yet  it  is  always  proper  to  request  a  full  report  from  the  n^cords, 
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touching  the  military  or  naval  seiTice  of  a  claimant  for  pension. 
Thus,  should  this  claim  come  up  for  adjudication  again,  such  report 
should  be  called  for  so  a^j  to  secure  full  information  on  the  matters 
referred  to. 

As  already  indicated,  the  action  in  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  was  proper  and  is  aflSrmed. 


rate-depexdent  rei^atn'es-commexcement. 
Eliza  Hodgmax  (Mother). 

A  dependent  mother  who  claims  by  reason  of  death,  of  service  origin,  is  entitled  to 
a  rating  of  but  $12  per  month  when  the  (.origin  of  the  death  cause  was  contracted 
while  soldier  was  a  private,  notwithtstanding  the  fact  that  said  soldier  afterwardn 
l>ecame  a  commissioned  officer. 

The  right  to  a  pension  is  not  a  vested  right.  The  date  of  commencement  of  a 
de{)endent  mother's  jiension,  mider  the  general  law,  is  governed  by  the  act  of 
March  3,  1879. 

Af<f>i.Htant  Secf'ttary  F.  L.  CamjMl  to  the  Cainmi^Umer  of  Penrntrnx, 

Ju7\e  U,  1900. 

Eliza,  as  dependent  mother  of  Clinton  E.  Hodgman,  formerly  a  pri- 
vate and  sergeant  in  Company  K,  Twenty -second  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  later  a  second  lieutenant  in  Company  E,  of  said  reg^i- 
ment,  filed  her  applications  under  both  laws  on  October  12,  1897,  the 
one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1800,  being  admitted  on  May  5, 1898,  at 
$12  per  month,  to  date  from  October  12,  1897.  An  appeal  filed  on 
August  15,  1898,  contends  that  appellant  is  entitled  to  $15  per  month, 
to  date  from  soldier's  discharge. 

Soldier  was  enrolled  on  Ma}'  16,  1861,  as  a  private  in  Company  K 
aforesaid,  and  was  promoted  to  sergeant  and  transferred  to  Company 
E,  same  regiment,  on  October  4,  1862,  and  was  mastered  in  as  a  sec- 
ond lieutenant  on  December  22,  1862,  being  discharged  on  May  81, 
1863.  During  his  service  as  private  and  sergeant  he  contracted  rheu- 
matism, which  resulted  in  disease  of  heart,  from  which  he  died  on 
June  30,  1870.     The  above  are  all  of  the  material  accepted  facts. 

Counsel  raises  two  issues  of  law,  viz:  First,  that  the  soldier  being 
a  second  lieutenant  at  the  time  of  discharge,  his  dependent  mother  is 
entitled  to  a  pension  in  accordance  with  said  rank,  counsel  citing  the 
act  of  July  14,  1862,  and  section  4707,  Revised  SUitutes,  in  support  of 
the  contention.  Second,  that  the  pension  should  date  from  soldier\s 
discharge,  relj'ing  upon  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  in  sup- 
port thereof.  He  contends,  also,  that  the  act  of  March  3, 1879,  has  no 
application,  the  first-mentioned  act  being  part  of  soldier's  enlistment 
contract,  and  that  an  application  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  would 
be  in  violation  of  section  9  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
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United  States,  which  provides  that  "no  bill  of  attainder  or  ex  post 
facto  law  shall  be  passed." 

In  considering  the  first  proposition  it  is  noted  that  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  calls  the  attention  of  counsel  to  section  4696,  Revised 
Statutes,  asserting  that  this  section  is  to  be  read  in  connection  with 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes.  To  this  counsel  replies  that  section 
4696  relates  entirely  "  to  the  claim  of  an  officer,  and  in  no  manner  regu- 
lates or  determines  the  pension  which  his  dependent  mother  shall 
receive."  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  counsel's  point,  in  the  main,  is 
well  taken;  for  I  see  no  necessity  of  taking  section  4696  into  consider- 
ation in  the  case.  The  basis  of  claimant's  title  is  not  dependent  upon 
section  4696,  and  said  section  could  only  affect  the  case,  if  at  all,  in  a 
very  incidental  manner.  Claimant's  title  is  based  on  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  which,  in  turn,  is  but  a  designation  of  persons  enti- 
tled to  a  pension,  who  become  so  entitled  by  reason  of  their  relation- 
ship or  affinity  to  those  mentioned  in  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised 
Statutes.  These  last  two  sections  place  title  in  a  soldier  by  reason  of 
"disease  contracted  while  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  in 
the  line  of  duty,"  and  section  4707  carries  the  right,  upon  the  death  of 
the  soldier  by  reason  of  such  disease  and  under  such  circumstances,  to 
the  mother  of  such  soldier.  The  claimant,  then,  must  rest  the  founda- 
tion of  her  title  upon  that  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes  which  grants 
the  title  to  her  son,  which,  avoiding  all  collateral  phases  of  the  ques- 
tion, is  the  first  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

Now,  admitting  that  the  son  was  entitled  to  a  pension  under  section 
4^393,  Revised  Statutes,  we  find  by  the  facts  in  this  case  that  this 
claimant  is  thereby  entitled;  and  the  first  query  is,  How  much  of  a 
pension?  In  other  words,  What  is  the  rate?  Section  4707  says  ''the 
same  pension  as  such  person  (soldier)  would  have  been  entitled  to  had 
he  been  totally  disabled,"  and  it  being  admitted  that  soldier  received 
his  injury  prior  to  his  becoming  a  commissioned  officer,  there  is  but 
one  possible  rate  under  section  4695,  and  that  is  $8  per  month.  This 
rate  was  the  only  rate  for  the  dependent  mother  of  one  who  died  by 
reason  of  army  service,  the  disabling  cause  being  incurred  or  contracted 
as  a  private,  until  1886,  when,  on  March  19, 1886,  this  rate  was  increased 
to  $12  per  month. 

Attorney's  argument  upon  this  point  is  virtually  based  upon  the  pro- 
position that  claimant's  son,  because  he  was  an  ''officer"  at  discharge, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  a  pension  according  to  such  official  rank, 
quoting  in  support  thereof  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  and 
in  which  is  found  the  following: 

The  mother  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  same  pension  as  such  officer  or  other 
person  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  been  totally  disabled. 

No  such  proposition  can  be  deduced  from  the  language  of  the  stat- 
ute save  b}'  a  deceptive  use  of  the  sense  of  its  words;  for  it  was  nc^Tp 
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as  an  "' officer"  tha*.  the  son  could  have  been  pensioned,  but  it  was  as 
a  private  that  he  contracted  the  disability,  and  it  was  onh*  as  a  private 
that  he  could  have  been  pensioned.  The  soldier  would  have  had  title 
as  an  ''enlisted  man"  under  subdivision  first,  section  4693,  Revised 
Statutes.  His  rate  would  have  been  $8  per  month  under  section  4605, 
Revised  Statutes.  His  dependent  mother,  under  the  facts,  would  have 
been  entitled  to  said  rate  under  section  4707,  and  said  rate  was 
increased  to  $12  per  month  under  the  act  of  March  19,  1886. 

The  contention  that  appellant  is  entitled  to  $15  per  month  is  not 
supported  by  the  law. 

The  specific  contention  of  the  appeal  is  to  the  effect  that  the  pension 
should  conunence  at  the  date  of  soldier's  discharge,  and  in  this  con- 
nection counsel  says: 

Afl  to  the  second  proposition,  we  may  admit,  without  jeopardizing  said  proposition, 
that,  standing  alone,  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  page  34  of  said  Revision,  might  make 
the  pension  to  commence  from  the  date  of  receipt  of  the  application  at  Washing- 
ton, and  therefore  commenced  at  the  correct  date;  but  the  statute  referred  to  has 
no  possible  application  to  this  case  for  the  reason  that  the  soldier  waa  promoted 
after  the  pension  act  of  July  14,  1862,  went  into  effect;  and  therefore  the  said  sec- 
tion 3  became  a  part  of  his  contract  of  enlistment,  and  could  not  be  changed  in  any 
respect  by  Congress  at  any  time  thereafter.  As  well  could  Congress  pass  a  law 
requiring  this  soldier,  if  living,  to  pay  back  a  part  of  his  monthly  pay  as  to  under- 
take, by  subsequent  act,  to  vary  and  alter  the  contract  which  became  absolutely 
binding  on  the  United  States  when  the  officer  accepted  promotion. 

This  argument  is  based,  as  is  readily  seen,  upon  the  theory  that  the 
right  to  a  pension  is  a  part  of  the  enlistment  contract,  and  being  con- 
ti'actual,  is  therefore  a  vested  right.  This  theory,  although  upheld' 
by  many  well  versed  in  law,  is  not  tenable,  for  it  has  been  declared 
unsound  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  In  the  caso  of 
United  States  v.  Teller  (107  U.  S.,  (>4)  the  court  said:  ''Pensions  are 
the  bounty  of  the  Government,  which  Congress  has  the  right  to  give, 
withhold,  distribute,  or  recall,  at  its  discretion;"  citing  in  support  of 
such  doctrine  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Walton  v.  Cotton  (17  How., 
355). 

The  act  of  March  3,  1879,  section  2,  is  clear  and  unambiguous  in  its 
terms  and  needs  no  construction.  It  provides  as  to ''all  pensions" 
(save  those  of  insane  persons  and  minors  within  16  years  of  age)  that 
a  claim  filed  subsequent  to  July  1,  1880,  shall,  if  allowed,  commence 
from  the  date  of  the  tiling  of  the  application;  thereby  amending  tliat 
portion  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  which  fixes  the  date  of 
commencement  not  jis  the  date  of  discharge,  but  as  the  date  of  death. 

The  second  ground  of  appeal  is  clearly  in  contravention  of  law. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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ser^^ce— mexican  war. 

Meta  Thornton  (widow). 

It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier 
during  the  Mexican  war,  and  from  the  testimony  on  file  in  this  case,  that  the 
soldier  was  duly  enlisted  fqr  8er\nce  in  the  war  with  Mexico  as  a  recruit  for  a 
regiment  then  on  duty  in  Mexico,  and  that  he  served  for  a  term  of  more  than 
sixty  days  under  orders  and  *'en  route"  to  the  seat  of  war  to  join  his  command, 
such  service  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  required  by  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  entitles  his  widow^  to  pension  thereunder. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commimioner  of  Peiisions^ 

Jxme  18,  1900, 

Meta  Thornton  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  on  January  14,  1899, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887,  as  widow  of  Henry  F.  Thornton  (deceased),  late  an  unas- 
signed  recruit  for  the  First  Regiment  of  Virginia  Volunteers.  Mex- 
ican war,  alleging  that  said  soldier  had  been  duly  enlisted  for  mili- 
tary service  in  said  war  as  a  recruit  for  said  regiment,  and  had  served 
as  such  for  more  than  sixt}'  days  under  orders  and  ''en  route"  to  join 
his  command  at  the  seat  of  war  in  Mexico,  had  been  honorably  dis- 
charged from  said  service,  and  had  died  on  December  13,  1898,  leav- 
ing her  as  his  widow  surviving. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  March  28, 
1899,  upon  the  ground  that  the  deceased  soldier  was  not  shown  to 
have  served  for  sixty  days  with  the  Army  of  the  United  States  in 
Mexico,  or  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto,  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  entitle 
his  widow  to  pension  thereunder. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  May  18, 1899. 

The  official  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the 
deceased  soldier  was  duly  enlisted  on  December  2, 1847,  as  a  recruit 
for  the  First  Virginia  Volunteers  for  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico, 
and  was  mustered  into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  at 
Bowling  Green,  Va.,  on  December  31, 1847,  to  date  from  day  of  enlist- 
ment; was  forwarded,  under  orders  to  join  his  command  in  Mexico, 
with  detachment  of  unassigned  recruits  to  Fort  Monroe,  Va.;  rolls  of 
said  detachment  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  for  January  and  Februar\', 
1848,  show  him  present,  and  that  he  was  mustered  out  of  the  service 
and  honorably  discharged  with  said  detachment  of  recruits  at  Foii: 
Monroe,  Va.,  on  February  29,  1848. 

The  length  of  the  soldier's  term  of  militaiy  service  from  date  of 
enlistment  to  discharge,  as  shown  by  the  foregoing  official  record,  was 
two  months  and  twenty-eight  days.  The  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment also  show  that  during  the  whole  time  of  the  soldier's  sen'ice  the 
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First  Virginia  Volunteers,  for  which  he  was  recruited,  was  on  active 
service  in  the  field  in  Mexico,  and  was  stationed  at  Buena  Vista,  Mexico. 

The  testimony  on  file  in  this  case  relative  to  the  soldier's  Mexican 
war  service  corresponds  in  all  respects  with  the  foregoing  official  rec- 
ord, and  shows  that  he  was  enlisted  for  the  Mexican  ivar  in  Decem- 
ber, 1847,  at  Bowling  Green,  Va.,  as  a  recruit  for  the  First  Virg-inia 
Volunteei-s,  which  regiment  was  then  in  Mexico;  that  he  was  for- 
warded to  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  where  he  joined  a  detachment  of  recruits; 
for  the  same  regiment  under  orders  to  join  their  command  in  Mexico: 
that  he  remained  there  as  a  member  of  said  detachment,  awaiting  trans- 
portation and  orders  to  leave  for  Mexico,  until  the  date  of  his  muster 
out  of  the  service  and  discharge. 

The  beneficiaries  imder  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29, 1887, 
are  the  surviving  officers  and  enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia, 
and  volunteers  of  the  military  and  naval  forces  of  the  United  States — 

who,  being  duly  enlisted,  actually  served  for  sixty  days  with  the  Army  or  Navy  of 
the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto 
in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actually  engaged  in  a  battle  in  said  war  ajid 
were  honorably  discharged,  *  *  *  and  the  surviving  widows  of  such  officers  and 
enlisted  men. 

Under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  and  under  the  foregoing  oflScial 
record  and  proof  of  military  service,  the  deceased  husband  of  this 
appellant  was  in  October,  1887,  allowed  a  pension  as  a  Mexican  war 
survivor  from  the  date  of  said  act,  January  29, 1887,  upon  the  basis  of 
a  military  service  of  more  than  sixty  days  '^ en  route"  to  the  seat  of 
war  during  the  war  with  Mexico.  In  July,  1893,  the  soldier's  p)eusion 
was  '*  briefed"  for  dropping;  and  an  application  tiled  In^  him  for  the 
increase  of  said  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5, 1893,  wa.s 
also  ''briefed"  for  rejection  upon  the  same  grounds  upon  which  this 
claim  of  his  widow  for  pension  has  been  rejected;  but  such  contem- 
plated action  appears  to  have  been  abandoned  and  never  carried  out, 
for  in  December  of  the  same  year  incVease  of  his  pension  was  allowed 
the  soldier  imder  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  5, 1893,  and  on 
March  12, 1897,  he  was  allowed  a  further  increase  to  $10  per  month 
by  a  special  act  of  Congress,  which  rating  he  was  receiving  at  the  date 
of  his  death. 

It  is  a  most  singular  circumstance  that  this  soldier's  Mexican  war 
service  should  have  been  found  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  in  October,  1887, 
and  again  in  December,  1893,  when  he  was  allowed  increase  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  and  in  March,  1899,  with  no 
change  whatever  in  the  law  or  the  requirements  for  pensionable  title 
thereunder,  the  claim  of  his  widow  for  pension  under  said  act  should 
be  rejected  because  of  insufficient  service  by  the  soldier.  If  this  claim 
of  the  soldiers  widow  was  properly  rejected,  it  necessarily  follows 
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that  the  soldier  had  no  title  to  the  pension  which  was  allowed  and  paid 
to  him  from  January  29,  1887,  to  December  13,  1898,  the  date  of  his 
death,  for  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  the 
surviving  widow  of  the  pensioner  thereunder  succeeds  to  the  pension 
and  her  right  and  title  thereto  is  based  upon  the  same  service;  the 
statute  prescribes  no  additional  requirements  whatever,  relative  to 
the  nature  or  extent  of  the  soldier's  seiTice,  as  a  basis  for  her  title  to 
pension. 

This  case  is  precisely  similar  in  all  respects,  both  as  to  the  nature 
and  character  of  the  military  service  rendered  by  the  soldier  and  the 
question  of  pensionable  title  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  tlanu- 
ary  29,  1887,  to  the  case  of  Emily  J.,  widow  of  Aaron  D.  Lyons, 
unassigned  recruit,  Third  United  States  Dragoons,  Mexican  war.  No. 
13076  (Letter  Book  No.  261,  p.  288),  decided  by  this  Department  on 
November  20,  1897.  In  deciding  said  case  the  Department  uses  the 
following  language: 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  in  view  of  a  just  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  law,  it  is  believed  that  the  soldier's  claim  was  properly 
allowed  in  X888,  and  upon  the  same  service  his  widow  is  equally  entitled  to  the  benefits 
of  said  act. 

It  is  obvious  as  a  prerequisite  to  pension  to  the  soldier  or  his  widow,  under  the  act 
of  January  29,  1887,  some  one  of  the  specified  conditions  must  be  complie<l  with. 

Upon  reference  to  the  record  of  this  soldier  it  is  apparent  that  the  only  condition 
prescribed  under  which  pension  could  be  granted  was  service  of  sixty  days  en  route 
to  Mexico,  the  seat  of  war. 

The  first  requirement  is,  the  claimant  must  have  been  *' duly  enlisted,"  which  may 
be  iii  any  branch  of  the  military  or  naval  service. 

The  record  shows  that  this  soldier  was  enlisted  February  23,  1848,  "  for  the  war,^^ 
at  Washington,  Ind.,  for  the  Third  United  States  Dragoons.  In  his  declaration  for 
pension  filed  July  30,  1887,  the  soldier  swears  that  he  enlisted  at  Washington,  Ind., 
January  — ,  1848,  in  a  company  commanded  by  Lemuel  Ford,  in  the  Third  United 
States  Dragoons.  Witnesses  who  enlisted  at  the  same  time  in  the  same  command 
testify  that  they  enKsted  atVincennes,  Ind.,  in  Capt.  Lemuel  Ford's  company,  Third 
Dragoons,  and  by  order  of  Captain  Ford  they  started  on  the  way  to  Mexico  by  way 
of  Evansville,  Ind.,  and  from  Evansville  they  went  to  Jefferson  Barracks,  Mo.;  that 
tlie  sole  purpose  of  said  enlistment  was  to  participate  in  the  war  with  Mexico.  That 
the  detachment  remained  at  Jeffersion  Barracks,  under  orders,  and  i)erformed  all 
(iuties  under  instructions  until  discharged. 

This  testimony  is  fully  corroborated  by  the  soldier's  record,  and  in  addition  the 
record  shows  that  the  Third  United  States  Dragoons  was  iii  Mexico  at  the  seat  uf  war 
at  that  time,  and  that  the  soldier  was  paid  from  date  of  enlistment  to  date  of  dis- 
charge. It  must  therefore  l^e  conceded  that  this  soldier  was  "duly  enlisted"  in  an 
organization  for  the  Mexican  war,  and  under  orders  started  en  route  for  the  scat  of 
war.  That  he  was  *'en  route  thereto,"  while  traveling  under  orders  from  Evansville, 
Ind.,  to  Jefferson  Barracks,  Mo.,  is  practically  admitted  in  your  communication  to 
this  claimant  under  date  of  January  4,  1896,  but  that  is  held  to  be  the  limit  of  hia 
service  in  that  direction. 

If  the  Third  United  States  Dragoons  had  been  engaged  elsewhere  than  in  Mexico 
at  that  time,  or  the  soldier  had  been  detached  from  the  orjmnization  in  which  he 
enlisted  and  assigned  permanentlv  to  other  dutv  having  no  connection  jdirectly  or 
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indirectly  with  the  Mexican  war  service,  or  for  any  reason  he  had  been  diverted  from 
the  orijfiiial  puriwse  of  his  enlistment,  there  wouUl  be  reasonable  ground  for  the  con- 
clusion that  his  service  was  insufficient  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  law. 

But  such  is  not  the  case.  He  was  duly  enliste*!  as  a  i^ecruit  for  a  regiment  engaged 
in  the  Mexican  war,  and  his  services  were  accepted.  He  was  forwarded  from  the 
place  of  enlistment  en  route  to  Mexico,  and  with  his  detachment  he  was  detaine<i 
and  held  at  Jefferson  Barracks,  Mo.,  by  military  authority.  He  was  carried  on  the 
muster  roll  of  the  detachment  of  said  regiment  from  date  of  enlistment  to  the  date 
of  his  discharge  as  '*  present."  He  was  mustered  out,  and  paid  for  four  months  and 
fifteen  days*  service  as  a  member  of  said  regiment.  It  is  true  that  he,  with  the  de- 
tachment, did  not  reach  the  regiment  in  Mexico,  the  point  of  destination,  but  it  must 
be  admitted  he  was  en  route  thereto,  and  that  he  was  delayed  without  fault  or 
neglect  on  his  part  and  in  obedience  to  military  orders. 

Under  these  conditions  it  would  be  unreasonable  and  inconsistent  to  assume  that 
this  soldier's  enlistment,  and  serv'ice  which  commenced  at  the  date  of  enlistment, 
had  no  direct  connection  with  the  military  operations  of  that  war. 

In  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Young,  June  26,  1897  (9  P.  D.,  44),  a  similar  case,  it  was 
held  a.s  follows: 

"  The  period  of  time  included  in  the  term  *en  route  thereto '  in  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887,  commence.^  at  the  date  of  soldier's  enlistment,  when  his  service  in  the 
war  with  Mexico  confonns  in  other  resi>ects  with  the  requirements  of  the  terms  of 
said  act,  and  where  the  soldier  is  not  responsible  or  chargeable  with  delay  in 
finally  reaching  Mexico,  the  coasts  or  frontiers  thereof." 

The  i^eriod  of  this  soldier's  service  exceeds  the  minimum  ser\'ice  required  under 
the  law,  and  as  the  evidence  shows  he  was  en  route  to  the  seat  of  war  in  obe- 
dience to  military  authority,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  said  service  should  be 
considered  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  law. 

The  foregoing  language  is  directly  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this 
case  and  correctly  states  the  law. 

This  case,  as  well  as  the  one  from  which  the  foregoing  citation  was 
made,  is  to  be  distinguished  from  that  class  of  cases  arising  under  the 
same  act  where  the  soldier  is  shown  to  have  enlisted  in  some  organi- 
zation which  was  in  process  of  }>eing  formed  and  organized  for  mili- 
tary service  in  the  Mexican  war,  but  which  never  left  the  place  of 
organization  or  rendezvous  under  orders  to  proceed  to  the  seat  of  war 
in  Mexico,  or  where  the  soldier  remained  on.  duty  at  the  place  of  ren- 
dezvous after  his  command  had  been  ordered  to  Mexico  and  never 
received  orders  to  rejoin  it,  or  where  he  had  been  discharged  the  serv- 
ice prior  to  the  date  upon  which  his  command  had  left  the  place  of 
organization  under  orders  to  proceed  to  Mexico.  In  such,  and  all 
similar  cases,  it  has  been  properly  held  })v  the  Department  that  the 
soldier  could  not  be  considered  as  having  ever  been  ^*en  route'' to 
Mexico,  and  that  such  service  failed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887.  In  this  case,  however,  as  in  the  case  of 
Lyons  (supra),  the  soldier  was  enlisted  as  a  recruit  for  a  regiment  then 
on  active  service  at  the  seat  of  war  in  Mexico,  and  the  record  and  the 
testimony  both  show  that  he  left  the  place  of  his  enlistment  and  mus- 
ter into  the  service  under  orders  to  join  his  regiment  in  Mexico.  The 
fact  that  he  was  halted  by  military  authority  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va., 
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and  remained  there,  does  not  affect  the  case  at  all.  He  was  at  Fort 
Monroe,  Va.,  as  a  member  of  a  detachment  of  recruits  for  his  regi- 
ment and  remained  there  in  obedience  to  orders,  but  he  was  unques- 
tionably at  that  time  ''en  route"  to  join  his  regiment,  since  the  only 
reason  that  could  possibly  be  assigned  for  said  detachment  of  recruits 
to  which  he  belonged  being  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  at  that  time,  was 
that  they  were  assembled  or  stationed  at  that  place  on  their  way  to 
join  their  command  in  Mexico,  and  for  the  purpose  of  being  trans- 
ported and  forwarded  to  the  seat  of  war.  The  fact  that  they  were  not 
thus  forwarded,  and  did  not  ultimately  join  the  regiment  in  Mexico, 
does  not  alter  the  unquestionable  fact  that  they  were,  during  all  the 
time  they  were  held  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.,  under  orders  to  join  their 
regiment  at  the  seat  of  war,  "en  route"  to  Mexico. 

The  only  reasonable  construction  that  can  be  put  upon  the  service 
of  the  deceased  soldier,  as  shown  by  the  evidence  in  this  case,  is  that 
he  should  be  considered  as  ''en  route"  to  Mexico  from  the  date  of  his 
enlistment  to  the  date  of  his  discharge,  and  as  said  service  covered  a 
period  of  more  than  sixty  days  it  fully  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  was  a  pensionable  service 
thereunder. 

Consequently,  the  allowance  and  payment  of  pension  to  the  soldier 
as  a  Mexican  war  survivor  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  was  proper 
and  in  accordance  with  the  law,  but  the  rejection  of  the  claim  of  his 
•widow  for  pension  upon  the  gi'ound  stated  was  clearly  erroneous,  and 
said  action  of  rejection  is  hereby  set  aside  and  reversed,  and  you  are 
requested  to  cause  said  widow's  claim  to  be  reopened  and  readjudi- 
cated  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


attorneyship--foiu''eituile-ilecognition. 

John  Quinn  (claimant). 

J.  B.  Cralle  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

The  following  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Ezra  Garner,  dated  November  26,  1898, 
and  in  the  case  of  John  Dennert,  dated  July  30,  1898,  is  affirmed,  viz:  Where 
an  attorney  who  has  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau  subsequently  has  been 
denied  recognition  does  not  appeal  for  recognition  within  a  reasonable  time 
thereafter,  he  thereby  forfeits  all  rights  he  may  have  in  the  case  from  the  time 
he  was  so  notified. 

The  rule  does  not  contemplate  attorneys  contesting  for  recognition  whose  rights 
would  become  forfeited  upon  their  failure  to  call  up  a  case  at  proper  inter\'als. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  tJie  Conimissioner  of  Pensio7\s^ 

June  22,  1900, 

The  appellants,  J.  B.  Cralle  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  Novem- 
ber 16,  1899,  entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the 
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matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  September  19,  1896,  in  the  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1690,  of  John  Quinn,  who  served  in 
Company  E,  Ninety -eighth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  John  Quinn,  II.  D.  Phillips,  of  Washington,  D.  C, 
August  28,  1890,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  Thereafter  Mr.  Phillips  rendered  no  further  material  service 
in  the  claim.  The  appellants,  July  16, 1892,  filed  a  second  declaration 
in  the  claim,  which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  their  favor.  They 
filed  evidence  (claimant's  statements)  August  15,  1892,  and  Januar\^, 
1893,  and  calls  for  status  December  7,  1893,  October  5, 1894,  and  June 
12,  1898. 

C.  E.  Foote,  of  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  June  5,  1894,  filed  a  third  decla- 
ration for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  contained  a 
power  of  attorney  in  his  favor,  and  on  January  27, 1896,  filed  evidence 
in  response  to  call  of  the  Bureau,  which  completed  the  claim. 

On  July  5,  1894,  Mr.  Foote  and  the  appellants  were  informed  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  recognition. 

Certificate  issued  September  19,  1896,  in  the  claim  to  allow  pension 
from  August  28,  1890,  date  of  filing  declaration  for  pension  to  Mr. 
Phillips.  On  said  issue  no  fee  was  paid  to  Messrs.  Cralle  &  Co.,  hence 
this  appeal. 

The  Bureau  has  assigned  two  grounds  of  neglect  upon  the  part  of 
the  appellants,  either  of  which  might  work  a  forfeiture  of  their  rights. 
One  cause  is  their  failure  for  one  \'ear  to  enter  an  appeal  from  the 
action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  them  recognition.  In  support  of  this 
view  the  Bureau  cites  the  decisions  of  this  Department  in  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Ezra  Garner,  certificate  No.  543682,  dated  November  25, 
1898  (32  F.  P.  L.  Bk.,  257);  John  Dennert,  certificate  No.  407977, 
dated  July  30,  1898  (32  F.  P.  L.  Bk.,  199). 

In  the  cases  cited  it  w^as  held,  in  substance,  that  where  an  attorney 
had  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau  and  subsequently  was  denied  fur- 
ther recognition,  unless  the  attorney  entered  an  appeal  from  said 
action  he  forfeited  all  rights  he  may  have  had  in  the  claim. 

This  conclusion  was  reached  upon  reasoning  that  it  was  the  province 
of  the  Bureau  to  decide*  whether  an  attorno}^  is  entitled  to  recognition; 
and  where  an  attorne\'  who  has  been  denied  further  recognition 
acquiesces  in  such  action,  all  his  rights  at  once  terminate;  for,  hav- 
ing a  good  title  to  recognition,  he  would  profit  by  the  services  of  other 
attorneys  who  were  subsequently  recognized  b}^  the  Bureau  and  com- 
pleted the  case  or  rendered  material  service,  were  the  former  permit- 
ted to  assert  his  claim  to  recognition  after  the  lapse  of  so  long  a  time 
and  notice  of  the  adverse  action  of  the  Bureau.  Hence  it  was  held 
by  the  Department  that  unless  such  an  attorney  entered  an  appeal  for 
recognition  within  a  reasonable  time  from  the  adverse  action  of  the 
Bureau,  his  rights  in  a  case  thereupon  terminated.     This  view  still 
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meets  with  the  approval  of  the  Department,  and  the  decisions  in  the 
eases  of  Ezra  Garner  and  John  Dennert  are  hereby  adhered  to. 

However,  it  was  not  proposed  that  said  rule  should  apph'  to  other 
conditions  than  those  enumerated  in  the  rule  itself.  One  of  these  con- 
ditions is  that  the  attorney  whose  title  to  recognition  has  been  denied 
shall  have  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau.  The  rule  does  not  include 
a  case  where  an  attorney  has  an  inchoate  right  to,  or  has  become  entitled 
to,  recognition,  though  he  has  not  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau.  For 
such  rights  of  an  attorney  to  or  to  become  entitled  to  recognition  may 
be  preserved  by  calls  for  status.  Hence  to  require  an  attorney  thus 
entitled  to  enter  an  appeal  would  compel  him  to  submit  his  case  when 
not  complete  and  when  the  well-known  rules  of  practice  point  out  a 
method  by  which  he  can  acquire  recognition  if  a  vacancy  in  the  attor- 
neyship occurs  in  one  instance,  and  preserve  his  title  to  recognition  in 
the  other,  though  he  has  not  been  recognized  by  the  Bureau.  In  other 
words,  the  rule  has  reference  to  attorneys  of  record  in  a  case  and  not 
to  attorneys  who  are  contesting  for  recognition. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  appellants  can  not  properly  be  denied 
recognition  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Garner  and  Dennert  cases. 

The  second  ground  upon  which  the  Bureau  denied  the  appellants 
recognition  is  that  they  forfeited  their  rights  through  their  failure  to 
call  up  the  case  at  proper  intervals. 

The  claim  was  filed  by  Mr.  Phillips  August  28,  1890.  The  appel- 
lants contested  his  rights  to  recognition  under  a  power  of  attorne\'  in 
their  favor  contained  in  a  declaration  tiled  by  them  July  16,  1892. 
In  order  for  them  to  acquire  recognition  by  the  Bureau  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  them  to  file  evidence  necessary  to  prima  facie  estjiblish  the 
case  and  then  call  it  up,  as  they  would  be  required  to  do  were  they  the 
original  attorneys  in  the  case,  or  at  least  to  render  material  service  or 
call  up  the  case  at  intervals  of  one  year  until  recognized  by  the 
Bureau  or  until  the  claim  was  allowed.  The  appellants  did  neither. 
They  filed  evidence  and  call  slips  at  regular  intervals  from  the  time 
they  appeared  in  the  claim  to  October  5,  1894,  but  during  the  follow- 
ing year  (ending  October  5,  1895)  they  did  not  perform  any  service, 
either  material  or  formal.  At  that  time,  and  subsequently,  in  order  to 
prima  facie  establish  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  it  was  incumbent  upon  an  attorney  to  tile  evidence  as  to  non- 
vicious  habits,  and  this  without  a  call  by  the  Bureau.  There  was  no 
evidence  as  to  nonvicious  habits  filed  in  this  claim  on  or  prior  to 
October  5,  1895;  so  the  case  was  not  then  prima  facie  completed. 
Therefore  the  appellants  became  in  default  under  rule  12  through 
their  failure  to  take  any  action  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case  and 
their  failure  to  call  up  the  case  during  the  year  ending  October  5, 
1895.  The  rule  as  to  evidence  required  for  prima  facie  establish in<«f  a 
case  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  now  materiallv  different  from 
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the  rule  as  here  stated.  The  rule  now  governing  is  found  in  the  ease, 
Jerome  B.  Fetterly  (10  P.  D.,  460).  But  the  mle  governing  the  prac- 
tice in  this  particular  as  to  filing  of  evidence  as  to  nonvicious  habits 
in  claims  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  to  a  period  subse- 
quent to  1895,  was  as  herein  set  forth.  It  is  under  the  practice  as  it 
then  was  that  the  question  of  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  appellants 
arose  and  is  determined. 

Upon  the  default  of  the  appellants  the  power  of  attorney  in  favor 
of  Mr.  Foote  became  operative,  as  there  was  no  longer  any  bar  to  hi.s 
recognition  under  his  contract  with  the  claimant.  He  therefore  super- 
seded them  in  the  attorneyship.  Subsequently  he  was  recognized  b^^ 
the  Bureau  as  the  attorney  of  the  claimant  and  filed  evidence  which 
completed  the  case. 

The  appellants  were  denied  a  fee  upon  the  ground  that  under  rule 
12  they  had  forfeited  their  rights  by  neglecting  the  case  for  more  than 
one  year,  and  while  in  neglect  had  been  superseded  in  the  attorneyship. 

Action  affirmed. 


line  of  duty-retired  officer-origin. 

Catherine  Meade  (widow). 

A  soldier,  retired  after  thirty  years*  8er\uce,  can  not  be  considered  as  still  in  the  serv- 
ice for  pensionable  purposes  without  due  proof  of  the  origin  of  disability  in 
line  of  duty.  The  service  contemplateil  by  the  law  is  active  service,  and  dis- 
ability or  death  must  be  shown  to  l>e  due  thereto. 

Soldier  having  had  syphilis  in  serviw  and  there  being  intervals  l^etween  his  enlist- 
ments, as  well  as  four  years  of  separation  from  active  service  after  his  retirement, 
can  not  be  pr^sume<l  to  have  contracted  disease  of  urinary  organs,  which  led  to 
his  death,  in  service  and  line  of  duty  simply  l)ecause  his  active  sc^rvice  extended 
over  thirty  years.     Definite  proof  of  origin  and  continuance  is  necessary. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Camphell  to  the  Covnnisshmer  of  Pensions^ 

June  27,  1900, 

Catherine  Meade,  widow  of  William  Meade,  late  of  Company  F, 
One  hundred  and  fifty -eighth  New  York  Infantiy,  Battery  K,  Third 
United  States  Artillery,  and  Hospital  Corps,  United  States  Army, 
filed  her  application  for  pension  July  23,  1897,  alleging  that  her  hus- 
band, who  had  served  thirty  years  in  the  Army  and  was  on  the  retired 
list,  died  at  Garfield  Memorial  Hospitjil,  Washington,  D.  C,  June  18, 
1897,  and  that  his  fatal  disease  was  the  result  of  his  army  service. 

The  claim  was  rejected  May  14,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  there  is 
neither  record  nor  other  evidence  connecting  the  cause  of  soldier's 
death,  viz,  rupture  of  the  urethra,  due  to  retention  of  urine,  and  septi- 
caemia, while  on  the  retired  list,  with  his  active  service,  and  claimant 
declares  her  inability  to  furnish  the  required  proof.     This  action  was 
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taken  in  response  to  a  statement  from  the  claimant  declaring  her  ina- 
bility to  furnish  the  evidence  of  origin  called  for,  and  requesting  that 
if  the  claim  could  not  be  admitted  without  such  evidence  it  should  be 
rejected  at  once,  in  order  to  give  her  the  chance  of  securing  a  pension 
b}^  special  act  of  Congress.  Nevertheless,  when  it  was  so  rejected  an 
appeal  was  filed,  June  4,  1900,  assigning  said  action  as  error  and  con- 
tending, first,  that  although  retired  soldier  was  still  in  the  service  and 
subject  to  the  control  and  direction  of  the  War  Department,  and 
therefore  his  death  was  in  the  service,  and,  second,  that  even  if  he 
should  be  held  to  be  out  of  the  service  his  disability  should  naturally 
be  presumed  the  result  of  his  long  service,  occurring  as  it  did  soon 
after  his  retirement. 

Neither  of  these  contentions  can  be  considered  of  much  weight.  As 
to  the  fii'st,  it  may  be  stated  that  while  it  is  true  a  retired  officer  or 
soldier  is  in  a  sense  still  in  the  service  in  so  far  as  ho  must  comply 
with  certain  army  regulations  and  obey  ordei's  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment relative  to  certain  specified  matters,  yet  the  service  in  which  dis- 
ability must  be  contracted  or  death  must  occur  to  give  title  to  pension 
has  been  uniformly  regarded  as  active  service,  military  operations 
under  the  immediate  supervision  and  command  of  officers  in  the  field 
or  at  a  post  or  station.  As  a  rule,  and  for  the  most  part,  a  retired 
soldier,  as  this  one  was,  is  relieved  of  all  active  duty  and  from  the 
command  of  his  officers  and  is  free  to  control  his  own  actions,  being 
much  the  same  as  when  on  furlough,  if  not  actually  in  the  enjoyment 
of  all  privileges  of  a  civilian  and  not  connected  with  the  Army.  So 
that  in  this  situation  this  soldier's  death  can  not  be  said  to  have 
occurred  in  the  service. 

Regarding  the  second  contention,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  while  sol- 
dier's servi<*e  covered  a  period  of  thirt}'  years,  extending  from  August 
18,  1862,  to  May  24,  1893,  yet  there  were  intervals  l)ctween  some  of 
his  discharges  and  reenlistments,  and  there  was  a  space  of  four  3'ears 
after  his  active  service  ceased  until  his  death,  and  during  these  periods, 
especially  the  latter,  it  was  altogether  possible  that  the  fatal  disease 
originated,  in  which  case  it  could  not  be  attributed  to  his  service  in 
line  of  duty.  Then  there  is  another  fact  disclosed  by  the  record  which 
is  repugnant  to  the  presumption  urged  in  the  appeal,  namely,  that 
during  his  service  in  Company  K,  Third  United  States  Artillery,  in 
1880,  soldier  was  treated  for  primary  syphilis,  a  disease  which  might 
have  been  a  forerunner  and  intimately  connected  with  the  cause  of  the 
fatal  disability. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  soldier  was  a  bachelor  up  to  January,  1S94. 
This  claimant  has  declared  that  she  knew  nothing  of  his  condition 
before  her  marriage  to  him  at  said  date,  and  there  is  no  evidence  show- 
ing whether  the  causes  leading  to  the  fatal  disease  were  then  developed 
or  were  obsei*\'able.     Indeed,  there  is  no  history  of  the  disease  at  any 
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stage  or  in  any  phase  of  it  previous  to  the  acute  attack  which  led  to 
his  death.  It  is  stated  that  an  operation  was  advised,  and  soldier  went 
to  the  hospital  for  that  purpose.  The  record  merely  shows  that 
*' Patient  entered  hospital  June  1,  1897;  treated  for  I'upture  of 
urethra,  and  died  from  septicj^mia,  followed  by  (exhaustion) asthenia.'"* 

Another  statement  from  the  surgeon  in  charge  is,  *' Rupture  of 
urethra  due  to  retention  of  urine." 

As  stated,  there  is  no  evidence  showing  the  origin,  duration,  or 
extent  of  the  primal  distibility.  The  soldier  was  over  60  yeare  of  age 
at  the  time  of  death.  How  far  his  age  or  the  previous  attack  of 
syphilis  or  any  other  cause  not  incident  to  the  military  service  may 
have  been  instrumental  in  producing  the  disease  which  resulte<l  in 
death  it  is  impossible  to  determine.  It  is  very  certain  that  it  can  not 
be  taken  for  gi-anted  that  said  disease  originated  in  the  service  and 
line  of  duty  in  the  absence  of  any  definite  proof  to  that  eflfect.  The 
presumption  contended  for  can  not,  therefore,  obtain,  and  the  soldier's 
death  can  not  be  regarded  as  due  to  his  military  service. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 

LINE  OF  i>uty-leaat:  of  absence. 
William  Smith. 

This  appellant  was  grante<l  leave  of  al^sence  by  his  command ing  officer  to  visit  his 
family,  with  orders  to  return  and  report  to  hiy  command  on  a  certain  day,  and 
at  a  designated  platre.  In  ol)edience  to  said  orders  he  returned  and  reported  at 
the  place,  and  on  the  day  dejjignate<l  therein,  but  found  that  his  command  had 
moved  on  and  was  not  at  said  place,  which  was  occupied  by  the  enemy,  who 
attacked  and  wounded  him. 

Hehly  That  the  appellant  was  in  the  line  of  duty  when  wounded  under  the  foregoing 
(nrcumstances. 

Asfiistaiit   Srcntary  F.  L.   (\iihj)hdl  to  the  CinrnninHumcr  of  Pennioiu^ 

Jnm>  27.  1900, 

William  Smith,  late  cor]X)raU  Company  F,  First  Florida  Volunteer 
Cavalry,  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  August  17,  1877,  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  geneml  pension  law  based 
on  gunshot  wounds  of  right  arm,  right  shoulder,  left  side,  and  left 
hand,  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  in  line  of  duty  during  his  militar\' 
service  on  May  19,  1865,  in  action  with  the  enemy. 

Said  application  for  pension  was  rejected  on  October  8,  1896,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  claimant  was  not  in  line  of  duty  at  the  time  he 
incurred  said  alleged  wounds,  being  then  on  leave  of  absence  from  his 
command  to  visit  his  family. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  July  22,  1898. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  question  or  controversy  about  the 
facts  of  this  case.     The  official  record  of  the  appellant's  military  sen'- 
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ice  shows  that  he  sei'ved  in  the  above-named  organization  from  May 
20,  1864,  to  November  17,  1865.  The  rolls  of  his  company  show  him 
absent,  wounded,  in  hospital  at  Montgomery,  Ala.,  from  May  24:,  1865, 
to  June  1,  1865.  He  has  a  hospital  record  of  treatment  for  gunshot 
wounds  in  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  Montgomery,  Ala.,  from  Ma}'  24  to 
June  1,  1865. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  appellant  incurred  his  alleged 
gunshot  wounds  are  miiuitely  and  clearly  described  and  set  forth  in 
the  testimony  of  his  commanding  officer  at  the  time,  Lieut.  Joseph 
Carroll  of  the  same  regiment,  and  by  reputable  and  credible  witnesses, 
members  of  the  same  company  and  regiment,  who  were  with  him  at 
the  time  and  saw  said  alleged  gunshot  wounds  inflicted. 

Lieutenant  CaiToll  states  that  on  May  11,  1865,  he  was  placed  in 
conmiand  of  a  detail  of  25  men  from  said  regiment,  of  which  this 
appellant  was  a  member,  under  orders  to  escort  the  United  States  mail 
from  Montgomery  to  Eufaula,  Ala.  That  having  performed  said 
duty  he  remained  a  few  days  at  Eufaula  to  rest  his  horses  before  return- 
ing, and  while  at  that  place  he  granted  the  appellant  and  four  or  five 
others  whose  homes  were  in  that  vicinity,  and  whom  he  names,  leave 
of  absence  for  three  or  four  days  to  visit  their  families,  with  orders 
to  rejoin  him  on  May  19,  1865,  at  Hobdy's  bridge  over  Pea  River,  in 
Barbour  County,  Ala.,  a  point  on  the  route  from  Eufaula  to  Mont- 
gomeiy.  That  having  heard  that  there  were  seveml  parties  of  armed 
guerrillas  operating  in  that  part  of  the  country,  he  hastened  his 
departure  from  Eufaula,  and  returned  to  Montgomery  by  more  rapid 
marches  than  he  had  expected,  and  consequently  the  detachment 
arrived  at  Hobdy's  bridge  a  da^^  or  two  sooner  than  the  date  upon 
which  the  men  had  been  ordered  to  rejoin  it  at  that  place,  and  did  not 
halt  there,  but  passed  over  said  bridge  and  continued  on  to  Montgom- 
eiy.  That  the  appellant  and  the  other  members  of  said  detachment 
who  had  been  granted  leave  of  absence  came  to  Hobdy's  bridge  on 
May  19,  1865,  to  rejoin  their  command  in  obedience  to  his  orders,  and 
finding  that  the  detachment  was  not  there  but  had  passed  on,  started 
to  follow  it;  and  on  attempting  to  cross  said  bridge  were  fired  upon 
by  a  band  of  rebel  guerrillas,  one  of  the  party  being  killed,  and  all  the 
rest,  including  this  appellant,  were  wounded,  with  one  exception. 
That  as  soon  as  the  appellant  and  the  other  wounded  men  were  able  to 
travel,  they  rejoined  their  command  at  Montgomery,  Ala.  Daniel  V. 
Melvin  and  Nathan  V.  Mims,  two  of  the  members  of  said  detachment, 
and  named  by  Lieutenant  Carroll  as  two  of  the  squad  of  men  to  whom 
he  had  granted  leave  of  absence  with  the  appellant  under  orders  to 
report  and  rejoin  him  at  said  time  and  place,  corroborate  in  every 
particular  the  foregoing  testimony  of  the  lieutenant,  and  state  that 
they  were  eyewitnesses  to  the  wounding  of  the  appellant  as  above 
described,  and  were  themselves  wounded  at  the  same  time  and  under 
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the  same  circuinstamrs.  Other  iiieuibers  of  said  detachment  and  said 
regiment  testify  to  the  appellant's  ])eing  detailed  to  go  with  Lieuten- 
ant Carroll  on  said  exi)edition;  that  they  saw  him  depart  from  Mont- 
gomery with  said  detm'hment,  and  a  few  days  thereafter  they  saw  liiin 
when  he  returned  wounded,  and  understood  at  the  time  that  he  had 
incurred  said  wounds  at  the  time,  plac<^,  and  under  the  circumstances 
above  set  forth.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  dispute  or  contro- 
versy whatever  about  any  of  the  material  and  essential  facts  of  this 
caiie,  and  they  appejir  to  have  been  admitted  and  accepted  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  in  the  considei-ation  and  adjudication  of  this  claim. 

It  is  therefore  difficult  to  conceive  upon  what  basis  it  could  have 
been  held  that  this  appellant's  wounds  were  not  incurred  in  line  of 
duty. 

In  a  communication  addressed  by  the  then  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions to  the  attorney  of  appellant  on  July  25,  1896,  after  reciting  the 
facts  of  the  case  substantially  as  herein  set  forth,  the  following  lan- 
guage was  used: 

Thus,  while  the  soldier  reporte<l  on  time  at  the  plat;e  where  his  offic*»r  told  him 
to  report,  yet  a  leave  of  abnenee,  written  or  verbal,  is  not  terminated  until  the  sol- 
dier at^tually  reports  to  his  command  and  becomes  subject  to  duty,  and  he  is  absent 
on  leave  until  he  so  reports  to  his  officer.  As  the  leave  of  absence  in  this  OAse  was 
verbally  given  to  soldier  to  nee  his  family,  he  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  he  was 
wounded,  and  therefore  the  claim  must  stand  rejected. 

This  ruling  was  evident!}'  based  upon  an  erroneous  application  of 
decisions  of  this  Department  in  cases  where  it  was  shown  that  the  sol- 
dier had  been  gi-anted  a  furlough  or  leave  of  absence  for  a  definite 
time  and  had  started  to  return  to  his  command  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  his  leave,  so  as  to  be  able  to  reach  the  place  where  he  was  ordered 
to  report  prior  to  or  upon  the  date  when  his  leave  expired,  and  >vas 
injured  or  disabled  while  en  route  and  l)ef ore  actuall}'  reporting  to  his 
commanding  officer  in  obedience  to  his  orders.  In  such  cases  it  has 
been  held,  with  some  force  and  show  of  reason,  that  the  .soldier  was 
still  on  leave  of  absence  and  not  in  line  of  duty  when  injured,  for  the 
reason  that  his  leave  of  absence  had  not  terminated,  and  would  not 
expire  until  he  had  actually  reported  for  duty  to  his  command  upon 
the  date  designated  in  his  ordei's. 

There  is  no  parallel,  however,  between  the  facts  in  such  a  ciuse  and 
those  of  the  one  at  present  under  consideration,  and  the  rule  relative 
to  line  of  duty  announced  in  said  decisions  is  wholly  inapplicable  to 
the  case  of  this  appellant.  Tn  this  case,  according  to  the  testimony, 
the  appellant  and  his  companions  did  return  and  present  themselves 
for  the  purpose  of  reporting  to  their  command  at  the  identical  place 
and  upon  the  very  day  that  they  had  })cen  ordered  so  to  do  by  their 
commanding  officer.  There  wa.s  absolutely  no  dereliction  of  duty 
whatever  on  their  part,  and  they  appear  to  have  acted  in  strict  obe- 
dience to  their  orders.     The  fact  that  when  they  arrived,  at  thje  place 
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where  they  had  been  ordered  to  rejoin  their  command,  and  on  the  day 
designated,  the}'  found  that  owing  to  the  military  exigencies  of  the 
occasion  their  command  had  unexpected^  passed  on  some  time  before 
and  was  not  there,  as  they  had  been  instructed  it  would  be,  was  a  cir- 
cumstance for  which  they  were  in  no  way  responsible  and  over  which 
they  had  no  control.  They  were  acting  under  orders,  and  if  they  had 
ifonc  to  any  other  place  or  at  anj^  other  time  than  that  designated  in 
their  orders,  and  had  been  injured  in  so  doing,  they  would  undoul)t- 
odly  have  been  acting  in  disobedience  of  orders,  would  not  have  been 
in  line  of  duty,  and  disability  incurred  under  such  circumstances  would 
not  have  been  pensionable.  Having  arrived  at  the  place  at  which 
they  had  been  ordered  to  rejoin  their  command  and  upon  the  day 
when  they  were  ordered  to  report,  and  finding  that  it  had  passed  on, 
their  plain  and  unquestionable  line  of  military  duty  was  to  folhnv 
their  command  and  rejoin  it  with  all  the  expedition  possible,  and  when 
in  pursuance  of  this  duty  they  were  attac*ked  by  the  enemy  they  were 
just  as  much  in  line  of  duty  as  though  said  attack  had  l)een  made  upon 
the  detachment  to  which  they  ])elonged  as  a  body,  and  under  the  innne- 
diate  command  and  eye  of  their  commanding  officer,  and  the  wounds 
and  injuries  thus  received  by  them  had  been  incurred  under  such  cir- 
cumstances. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  indisputable  that  when  this  appellant  arrived  at 
Hobdy's  Bridge  on  May  19,  1865,  in  obedience  to  his  orders,  he  was, 
from  that  moment,  in  line  of  duty,  and  when  he  was  wounded  in 
attempting  to  follow  and  rejoin  his  command  in  pursuance  of  his  duty 
as  a  soldier  he  incurred  said  wounds  in  line  of  duty  just  as  much  as  if 
thoy  had  been  received  in  a  general  engagement  in  line  of  Vnittle  with 
his  regiment. 

To  hold  otherwise  would  not  only  be  unjust  and  inequita})le,  but 
contrary  to  the  dictates  of  sound  reason  and  common  sensi*  as  well. 

The  question  of  line  of  duty  in  this  case  is  somewhat  similar  in  prin- 
ciple to  that  arising  in  cases  where  the  soldier,  without  fault  or  wrong- 
doing on  his  part,  has  been  captured  by  the  enemy  while  absent  from 
hi.s  command  on  furlough  or  leave  of  absence.  In  such  cases  it  has 
been  repeatedly  held  by  this  Department  that  the  capture  of  the 
soldier,  under  such  circumstances,  had  the  effect  of  restoring  him  to 
the  line  of  duty,  and  that  he  was  in  line  of  duty  during  the  time  he 
was  held  as  a  prisoner  by  the  enemy,  and  disability  contracted  during 
such  period  was  pensionable. 

The  correct  rule  for  determining  the  question  of  line  of  duty  in  cases 
like  the  present  one  was,  in  my  judgment,  laid  down  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Ellen  Anderson,  widow  (6  P.  D.,  197),  which  was 
one  of  the  class  of  cases  just  referred  to,  a,s  follows: 

Soldiers  are  not  pensionable  for  disability  incurred  while  on  furlough  or  leave 
*    *     *    because  they  are  engaged  in  attending  to  their  own  private  affain^  during 
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the  continuance  of  such  furlough,  and  for  the  tiuie  being  they  are  not,  in  fact, 
actually  serving  the  (Tovemment,  although  legally  in  the  service.  Wlien  they  are 
no  longer  attending  to  or  engaged  in  private  affairs  as  distinguished  from  their  mil- 
itary duties  the  reason  which  underlies  the  rejection  of  such  claims  disappears. 

In  this  case  the  furlough  was  terminated,  the  soldier  ceased  attending  to  private 
affairs  by  a  contingency  of  the  war  in  which  he  ha<l  taken  serNice,  and  from  that 
moment  he  was  in  fact  restored  to  and  wiis  in  active  actual  service  by  ^'irtue  of  hi?- 
capture  and  imprisonment  by  the  enemy,  and  must  l»e  considert^l  to  have  l)een  in 
the  line  of  duty. 

In  his  celebrated  opinion  on  line  of  duty  (7  Opinions,  149,  2  P.  D., 
403),  Attorney -General  Caleb  Cashing  used  the  following  language: 

When  it  is  remembered  that  no  commissioned  oflScer  or  enliste<l  soldier,  seaman, 
or  marine,  has  power  to  cai«t  off  his  obligation  at  will,  that  whether  he  be  on  duty  or 
off,  in  glory  as  in  disgrace,  still  the  banner  of  his  country  is  over  him  and  its  oath 
upon  his  conscience;  when  this  great  fact  shall  be  rememl)ered  it  must  ])e  inevitable 
to  concetie  that  any  rule,  based  on  the  assumption  of  its  being  impossible  for  an  oflS- 
cer  or  soldier  on  furlough,  on  leave  of  absence,  in  arrest,  imder  sentence,  to  i)erform 
acts,  suffer  casualties,  receive  womids,  or  incur  causes  of  disease  in  the  line  of  duty, 
ia  not  a  trutii  and,  like  all  things  not  true,  can  not  be  conformable  to  justice  or  wis- 
dom. As  while  on  active  duty  he  may  do  or  suffer  things  not  in  the  line  of  his  duty, 
so  while  off  duty,  or  on  furlough,  or  under  censure,  he  may  do  and  suffer  things  which 
are  in  the  line  of  duty. 

The  letter  of  the  law  prescriljes  that  the  quality  of  the  act  or  condition  as  whether 
in  the  line  of  duty  or  not  in  it,  shall  determine  the  question  of  j)ension,  that  alone  is 
just  and  wise;  and  that  is  the  thought  which,  according  to  my  reading  of  the  statutes, 
has,  from  the  beginning  of  this  course  of  legislation  to  the  end,  held  its  place  with 
michangeable  constancy  in  all  the  acts  of  Congress. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  principles  it  can  not  admit  of 
doubt  that  this  appellant  was  in  the  line  of  duty  when  he  was  wounded 
as  alleged,  and  that  the  rejection  of  his  claim  for  pension  on  account 
thereof  was  error. 

Therefore  said  action  of  rejection  is  hereby  set  aside  and  revei-sed, 
and  you  are  requested  to  reopen  and  readjudicate  this  claim  upon  its 
merits  in  ai'cordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


raxk— rate— act  juxe  37,  180o-const111  ctiox. 

Mary  H.  Elliott  (mother). 

Claimant's  son  having  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  time  he  was  killed  in  liattle. 
November  27,  18GS,  she  was  entitled  to  a  i)ension  of  ^'2b  i)er  month  under  her 
dejHindent  mother's  application  filed  January  10,  181)1,  and  there  was  and  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  rating  her  peuRion  at  ^12  i)er  month  under  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  a^^  amended  hy  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

AfislMaaf  Si'crctary  F.  L,  Cainphell  to  the  Cotnntit<.sio7)tr  (tf  PeyiJ^lo^ji^ 

July  10.  1900. 

Mary  li.  Elliott,  mother  of  Joel  H.  Elliott,  deceased,  late  major. 
Seventh  United  States  Cavalry,  appealed,  May  28,  1900,  from  the 
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Bureau  action  of  April  26,  1900,  allowing  her  dependent  mother's 
reissue  (4aim  (certificate  No.  338083)  to  correct  rate,  filed  March  10, 
1900,  and  dating  the  commencement  of  her  increased  rate  from  March 
10,  1900. 

Claimant  contends  that  she  is  entitled  under  the  law  to  pension  in 
accordance  with  her  son's  rank  from  the  date  of  filing  her  original 
application. 

Soldier  was  killed  in  action  at  Washita,  Ind.  T.,  November  27,  1868. 

Claimant  filed  her  original  dependent  mother's  application  under 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  on  Januar}'^  16,  1891,  which  claim  was  allowed  by 
Bureau  action  of  July  1,  1892,  and  she  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of 
$12  per  month  from  January  16,  1891,  the  rate  to  which  she  would 
have  been  entitled  had  her  son  not  been  a  commissioned  officer. 

As  the  evidence  on  file  at  the  date  of  said  adjudication,  July  1, 1892, 
showed  that  claimant's  son  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  date  of  his 
death  in  service  and  in  line  of  duty,  she  was  entitled  to  a  pension  of 
$25  per  month  under  her  dependent  mother's  application  filed  Januaiy, 
1891,  and  there  was,  and  is,  no  authority  of  law  for  rating  her  pension 
at  $12  per  month. 

The  law  fixes  the  rate  (see  sees.  4695  and  4707,  Rev.  Stat.),  and  where 
the  facts  are  established,  as  in  this  case,  showing  that  the  claimant  is 
the  person  entitled  to  rank  rate,  the  dut}'^  of  inserting  the  rate  in  her 
pension  certificate  is  purely  a  ministerial  act.  (See  Merrill  on  Man- 
damus, pars.  30  and  31.) 

As  held  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Darling  (10  P.  D.,  299)— 

Mandamus  would  unquestionably  lie  against  a  Commissioner  or  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  who  refused  to  recognize  rank  rate,  as  the  determination  of  that  question 
alone  is  fixed  by  the  law,  and  no  discretion  is  left  to  the  administrative  officer  when 
the  undisputed  facts  establish  the  right  to  pension,  the  only  remaining  duty  being 
the  insertion  of  the  legal  rate.  In  such  a  case  the  duty  of  inserting  the  rate  is  min- 
isterial, not  discretionary  or  judicial,  and  a  refusal  to  perform  a  plain  ministerial  duty 
could  undoubtedly  be  enforced  by  the  courts.     The  law  fixes  the  rate. 

When  a  statute  imposes  a  ministerial  duty  upon  an  executive  officer 
of  the  Government  and  he  refuses  to  perform  that  duty,  mandamus 
lies  to  compel  performance,  even  though  the  officer  is  charged  with  a 
quasi  judicial  duty,  involving  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  and  judg- 
ment, in  ascertaining  and  determining  the  facts  upon  which  the  min- 
isterial duty  depends.  When  the  facts  are  ascertained  and  determined 
which  alone  allow  discretion,  mandamus  will  issue  to  compel  the  min- 
isterial duty  (Kendall  v,  U.  S.,  12  Peters,  524). 

As  stated  by  Baldwin,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Decatur  r,  Spaulding  (14 
Peters,  606),  in  speaking  of  the  duties  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy — 

As  commissioner  of  the  navy  pension  fund  he  decides  whether  the  applicant 
comes  within  the  law,  on  the  evidence  adduced  before  him;  but  when  he  ha^decided^ 
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that  ^  pension  is  due,  or  when  the  law  deolarea  that  a  person  named  is  entitles!  to 
one,  and  prescribes  the  amount,  he  ha.s  no  longer  a  discretion  to  withhold  it.  The 
ascertainment  of  the  date  at  which  pension  commenced,  it«  amount  and  duratiim, 
are  ministerial  acts  on  which  discretion  is  excluded,  for  its  exercise  can  not  alter 
either.  ♦  *  *  Thus  under  the  general  act  it  is  enacte<i:  "That  if  any  officer/' 
etc.,  "have  die<i,**  etc.,  "leaving  a  widow,  such  widow  shall  Ije  entitle<l  to  receive,'* 
etc.,  or  rew^lved  "that  the  widow  of  the  late  S.  D.  Ik?  pai<l  from  the  navy  pension 
fund,"  etc.  The  command  of  the  law  is  uncjualiiieci  in  both  cases.  If  the  applicant 
comes  within  the  descrription,  the  ofticer  whose  duty  it  is  to  pay  or  direct  the  i»ay- 
ment  has  no  discretion  to  do  or  not  after  being  satistie<l  of  the  right  of  the  applit-axit 
as  one  of  tlie  l)eneficiarie8  of  the  law. 

As  was  clearly  demonstrated  in  the  Elizabeth  Darling  decision  (10 
P.  D.,  299),  the  last  proviso  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  ISJ^O, 
that  '"rank  in  the  service  shall  not  he  considered  in  appliciitions  filed 
under  this  act,"  had  no  application  or  reference  to  dependent  parents' 
claims  filed  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the 
first  section  of  said  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  that  said  proviso  applied 
only  to  those  beneficiaries  designated  in  sections  2  and  8  of  said  act, 
whose  rate  of  pension  as  well  as  title  was  first  brought  into  existence 
by  that  act. 

As  was  stated  in  said  Darling  decision  (10  P.  D.,  299) — 

The  language  used  in  said  proviso  to  section  2  of  the  atrt  of  June  27,  1890,  applies 
only  by  its  plain  terms  to  applications  "filed  under  this  att,"  and  has  no  reference, 
by  implication  even,  to  api)lications  that  are  filed  under  an  act  that  was  amencie<l 
merely  as  to  a  matter  of  proof  by  the  first  section  of  said  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  right  of  a  deixiudent  mother  to  "the  same  pension  as  such  officer  or  other 
person  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  been  totally  disabled  '*  has  existed  since 
July  14, 1862.     (See  Digest  of  Pension  Laws,  18S5,  p.  490,  sec.  3;  12  Stat.  L.,  566, 567. ) 

The  first  section  of  that  act  i)rovides  the  rate  for  officers,  noncommissioned  officers, 
musicians,  tmd  privates,  for  a  total  disability. 

Said  section  3  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  then  provided: 

"That  when  any  officer  or  other  i)erson  named  in  the  first  section  of  this  act  shall 
have  died,  *  *  *  or  shall  hereafter  die,  by  n*ason  of  wounds  received  or  diseafse 
contracted  while  in  the  service  *  *  *  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  has  not  left,  or  shall 
not  leave,  a  widow  or  legitimate  child,  but  has  left  or  shall  leave  a  mother  who  was 
dependent  upon  him  for  support  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  mother  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  same  i)ension  as  such  oflScer  or  other  person  would  have  been  entitled  to 
ha<l  he  Xx^an  totally  disabled." 

This  grant  to  the  dependent  mother  is  now  emlxxiied  in  section  4707,  ReNised  Stat- 
utes, and  Congress,  instead  of  showing  any  disposition  to  re<luce  the  rate  of  the 
mother's  pension,  increased  the  rate  of  thase  <ieix»ndent  mothers  whose  sons  were 
not  commissioned  officers  from  $8  to  $12  per  month  by  the  act  of  March  19,  1880, 
thus  amending  section  4707  as  affecting  the  dependent  mother's  rate. 

It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  said  act  of  March  19, 1886,  only  applied  to  those  wlio 
were  entitled  to  receive  a  less  rate  than  $12  per  month,  and  in  no  manner  affected 
those  dependent  relatives  who  were  entitled  to  receive  a  rank  rate  of  pension,  or  a 
rate  in  excess  of  $12  per  month. 

If  it  is  contended  that  the  dependent  parents'  rate  is  fixed  by  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  then  the  rate  of  the  dependent  parent  should  l)e  $8,  not  $12  per  month;  aa  $8 
per  month  would  be  the  only  rate  for  dejKMident  iKjnsionera  in  the  act  of  June  27, 
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1890.  Why,  then,  are  dependent  parents'  claims  adjudicated  at  $12  per  month,  $4 
per  month  more  than  the  dependent  widow  receives  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890? 

If  it  l>e  said  that  the  dependent  mother's  rate  is  fixed  by  the  act  of  March  19, 1886, 
at*  heretofore  stateil,  a  mere  reference  to  that  act  shows  that  it  only  referred  to  and 
included  wuthin  its  provisions  those  '*  widows,  minor  children,  and  dependent  rela- 
tives   »    *    *    entitled  to  receive  a  less  rate  than    *    *    *    $12  per  month." 

As  the  widow  or  dependent  mother  was  at  that  date  entitled  to  receive  the  rank 
rate  of  their  husband  or  son,  and  as  the  lowest  rank  rate  was  more  than  $12  per 
month,  the  widow  or  dependent  mother  entitled  to  a  rank  rate  were  not  the  l)enefi- 
ciaries  named  in  the  act  of  March  19,  1886,  and  were  not  affected  thereby. 

If,  then,  the  rate  of  a  dependent  mother  whose  son  was  a  commissioned  officer  was 
not  fixed  at  $12  per  month  by  the  act  of  March  19,  1886,  where  is  the  authority  in 
any  law  to  grant  her  a  pension  of  $12  per  nlonth,  and  what  law  fixes  her  rate? 
Clearly  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  sections  1  and  3,  paragraph  12,  Statutes  at  Large, 
pages  566,  567,  and  now  embraced  in  sections  4695  and  4707,  Revised  Statutes. 

To  hold  that  the  proviso  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  that  **rank  m 
the  service  shall  not  be  considered  in  applications  filed  under  this  act,'*  repeals,  by 
implication,  the  provisions  as  to  rate  of  dependent  parents*  pension  as  prescribed  l)y 
sei^tions  4695  and  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  is  not  only  to  violate  all  rules  of  construc- 
tion of  statutes,  but  would  force  us  to  the  admission  that  it  also  repealed  the  provi- 
sion of  the  act  of  March  19,  1886,  which  was,  in  effect,  but  an  amendment  of  said 
se<'tion  4707,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  rate  of  those  dependent  mothers  entitled  to  less 
than  $12  per  month. 

If,  then,  section  4707  and  its  amendment  of  March  19, 1896,  are  repealed  by  impli- 
cation by  the  proviso  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  where  is  there  left  any 
rate  for  a  dependent  mother? 

The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  fixed  no  rate  for  pension  for  a  dependent 
parent,  and  did  not  attempt  or  purport  to  do  so,  but  the  rate  of  pen- 
sion for  dependent  parents  was  left  as  it  has  existed  under  section 
4707  as  amended  by  act  of  March  19, 1886,  and  which  said  amendment 
of  March  19,  1886,  left  the  rank  rate  of  the  dependent  parents  of 
commissioned  oflScers  as  prescribed  and  fixed  by  sections  4695  and  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  unimpaired. 

B(*Iieving  as  I  do  that  claimant  could  enforce  the  payment  of  rank 
pension;  that  there  never  was  any  authority  of  law  for  limiting  claim- 
ant's I'ate  to  $12  per  month,  and  tliat  gross  injustice  wa^  done  her  by 
.such  allowance,  the  Bureau  actions  of  July  1,  1892,  and  April  26, 
li^OO,  are  reversed,  and  the  Bureau  directed  to  rate  her  §25  per  month 
from  January  16,  1891,  and  reissue  a  certificate  therefor,  deducting 
payments  heretofore  made. 

As  claimant  is  shown  to  be  very  aged,  physicalh"  helpless,  and  in 
needy  circumstances,  her  case  has  been  made  special,  and  prompt  action 
in  the  readjudication  of  her  claim  is  suggested. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 
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DISABILITTT-ACrr  .TITXE   27,  1800. 

Arche  C\  Winfrey. 

The  fact  that  the  claimant  waa  not  (lieable<l  in  a  i^ensionable  ciegree  from  the  caiifH-g 
allege<i  is  not  a  pootl  ground  for  rejecting  his  claim  under  the  second  section  (^f 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  it  api)ear  that  he  was  so  disabled  from  other  eaiL^*!» 
not  alleged, 

Afiff instant  Secretary  F,  L,  CautpbM  to  the  ComnihHumer  of  /V/^v /<//<.«, 

July  U,  1900, 

Arche  C.  Winfrey,  foniierly  a  soldier  in  Company  K,  Fourth  Pro- 
visional Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  filed  applications  for  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  on  October  29,  181)2,  and  January  16,  18114, 
alleging  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  l)y  reason  of  dis- 
ease of  the  heart  and  kidneys.  Said  applications  were  rejected  in 
July,  181*3,  and  April,  181)5,  respectively,  on  the  ground  that  a  pen- 
sionable disability  was  not  shown.  He  filed  another  application  on 
July  5,  181)5,  alleging  the  same  causes  of  disability,  and  died  on  July 
17,  181it),  while  the  same  was  still  pending.  The  last  application  was 
rejected  in  April,  181)8,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  '"not  ratabh*  dis- 
abled under  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  from  alleged  disabilities.'' 
From  that  action  an  appe^il  was  taken  by  the  attorneys  representing 
his  widow,  on  July  27,  1898,  their  contention  being  that  the  rejection 
was  contrary  to  the  evidenee. 

The  attorneys  state  that  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
the  soldier  w^as  ''not  disabled  for  manual  labor."  This  is  not  strictly 
correct.  The  ground  of  rejection,  as  before  stated,  was  that  he  was 
not  ratably  disabled  from  the  causes  alleged. 

The  soldier  was  not  medically  examined  under  his  application  tiled 
July  5,  1895.  An  order  for  examination  was  sent  to  him  on  Febiiiar}" 
25,  1896,  but  on  March  12,  1896,  he  filed  a  physician's  afiidavit  stating 
that  he  was  bedfast,  sujffering  f  rom  dropsy,  enlarged  spleen,  and  inflam- 
mation of  the  stomach,  and  was  unable  to  go  bc^fore  the  examining 
board  without  great  danger  to  his  life.  Testimony  was  filed  in  sup- 
port of  the  claim  as  follows: 

William  H.  Spurgeon  testified,  in  an  aflSdavit  filed  February  10, 
1896,  that  he  had  known  the  soldier  during  the  past  two  years  and  had 
known  him  to  be  bedfast  several  times  with  swelling  of  feet  and  legs, 
and  that  at  the  time  afliant  w^as  testifying  (February  1,  1896)  he  was 
totally  unable  to  work. 

J.  Shirley,  testifying  on  the  same  day,  stated  that  he  had  known  the 
soldier  for  the  last  ten  months  and  that  for  the  last  four  months  he  had 
been  unable  to  work. 

Dr.  D.  N.  Clark  testified,  in  an  aflSdavnt  filed  in  February,  1897,  that 
he  treated  the  soldier  professionally  in  1893,  and  that  he  4:hen  had 
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enlargement  of  the  spleen  and  dropsy  and  was  physically  a  wreck  from 
a  long-continued  complication  of  diseases,  and  unable  to  perform  any 
kind  of  manual  labor.  Affiant  also  attended  him  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  the  immediate  cause  of  which  was  dropsy  and  a  complication  of 
liver  trouble. 

John  Whiteley  and  George  W.  Finley  testified,  in  an  affidavit  filed 
March  26, 1897,  that  the  diseases  which  caused  the  soldiei's  death  had, 
to  their  knowledge,  been  growing  on  him  for  ten  years;  that  during 
the  last  three  or  four  years  he  was  scarcely  able  to  do  any  manual 
labor  w^hatever;  his  ph3^sical  condition  was  very  bad  and  he  gradually 
went  down  until  he  became  a  total  wreck. 

The  evidence,  so  far  as  it  goes,  tends  to  show  that  the  soldier  was, 
during  the  period  between  the  date  of  filing  his  last  application  for 
pension  and  the  date  of  his  death,  incapacitated  for  the  performance 
of  manual  labor  in  such  a  degree  as  to  render  him  unable  to  earn  a 
support.  It  is  not  shown  that  his  disability  was  due  to  the  causes 
alleged  by  him — rheumatism  and  disease  of  the  kidneys — but  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  that  does  not  constitute  a  sufficient  ground  for 
rejecting  his  claim. 

Pension  clahnants  are  not  held  to  strict  technical  descriptions  of 
their  disability.  (Albert  G.  Hurst,  14  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  472;  Robert  Craw- 
ford, IP.  D.,  153.)  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  an  application 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  state  the  particular  cause  or 
causes  of  the  divsability  which  renders  the  applicant  unable  to  earn  a 
support  by  manual  labor.  A  declaration  in  the  terms  of  the  act  is 
sufficient.  (See  Instructions  to  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  9  P.  D., 
93.)     Such  a  declaration  having  been  filed,  the  rest  is  a  matter  of  proof. 

Ordinarily,  if  a  cause  of  disability  is  found  by  medical  examination 
which  was  not  alleged  by  the  applicant,  he  is  called  upon  to  state, 
under  oatli,  when,  where,  and  under  what  circumstances  it  was  incurred, 
and  whether  it  was  in  any  manner  caused  by  vicious  habits.  Such 
statement  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  his  application,  but  is  a 
part  of  the  '^due  proof"  necessary  to  establish  his  title.  Where  the 
claimant  is  incapacitated  for.  making  such  a  statement,  ])y  reason  of 
iuvsanity  or  death,  the  facts  may  be  established  by  the  testimony  of 
other  persons.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the  failure  of  the 
applicant  to  '* allege"  the  actual  causes,  or  all  the  causes,  of  his 
inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  in  any  case  is  not  fatal  to 
his  claim,  and  that  the  fact  that  he  is  not  disabled  in  a  pensiona])le 
degree  from  the  causes  alleged  is  not  a  good  ground  for  rejecting  his 
claim  if  it  appear  that  he  is  so  disabled  from  other  causes  not  alleged. 

For  reasons  above  stated  the  ground  on  which  this  soldier's  appli- 
cation was  rejected  is  held  to  be  untenable. 

The  action  is  reversed  and  the  claim  remanded  for  rtnidjudication, 
the  papers  being  herewith  returned. 
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m a k ri a(i e  and  hi vorc'e—  leg itim a( ' y— m inors. 

Allf:gei>  Minors  of  William  IIartljiy. 

1.  A  minor  child,  to  he  pensicjnable,  must  ])e  the  <hil(l  of  a  woman  to  whom   the 

soldier,  its  father,  was  lejj:ally  itiarrie<l,  notwithstanding  that  sddier  s4»l«Miiiii\ 
rleelared  and  recognized  it  to  l)e  his  legitimate  child. 

2.  It  apjM^aring  that  the  dw'eased  soldier  had  been  lawfully  marrie<l  prior  to  his  n.ar- 

riage  to  the  mother  oi  the  above-named  minor  children,  that  said  marriage  wa- 
never  dlsst)lved  by  divorce,  and  that  said  lirst  wife  survived  him  and  is  at  pr*.-- 
ent  in  recvipt  of  a  jn^nsion  as  his  widow,  and  that  the  m(>ther  of  said  minor  chil- 
dren also  survived  the  soldier  and  is  now  living,  said  minors  have  no  title 
whatever  to  |)ension  as  minor  children  of  the  decease<l  soldier  under  the  ])rovi- 
sions  of  the  j>ension  laws.  See  case  of  alleged  minors  of  Jonas  W.  Pulver 
(10  P.  I).,  227). 

Asiiisfunf   Stf^rrt'irtj  F,  L.   (nin2)hi'U  i(t  the  CfmmiisHnnu'i*  of  Peoii<kmii^ 

Amnisf  S.  1900, 

II.  Clay  Wilson  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  July  11,  1896,  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  as  the  legal  guardian  of  and  in  behalf  of 
Linnie  B.,  John  A.  L.,  Mary  A.,  Lizzie  A.,  and  Charles  H.  Haitley, 
minor  (children  of  William  Hartley  (deceased),  late  private.  Company 
K,  Fifty -third  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  alleging  that  said 
soldier  had  served  for  ninety  days  and  more  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  in  said  organization,  had  been  honora])ly  discharged  from 
said  service,  and  had  died  on  January  28,  181H>,  leaving  said  minor 
children  under  the  age  of  !♦)  years  at  the  date  of  his  death.  It  was 
also  allegc^d  in  said  application  that  the  soldier  left  a  widow  surviving 
him  from  whom  he  w^as  never  divorced;  that  he  remarried  to  Mary  F. 
Walker,  mothei*  of  th^se  children;  and  that  the  father  was  married 
under  the  name  of  William  II.  Hartley  to  Mary  F.  Walker,  April  6, 
1880,  there  })eing  a  legal  barrier  to  such  marriage,  but  such  barrier 
not  being  known  to  said  Mary  F.  Hartley. 

Said  application  for  minor's  pension  was  rejected  on  September  9, 
181^7,  u])on  the  ground  that  said  minor  children  had  no  title  to  pension 
under  tiie  provisions  of  the  pension  laws,  it  bein;;;  admitted  that  the 
soldier,  their  father,  had  a  lawful  wife  living  and  undivorced  at  the 
time  he  married  their  mother,  who  survived  him  and  is  now  in  reccint 
of  pc^nsion  as  his  widow,  was  never  lawfully  marri<»d  to  the  mother  of 
said  minors,  who  are  not  the  legitimate  children  of  said  soldier,  and 
whose  mother  also  survived  the  soldier  and  is  now  living. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  August  2,  lS!)s. 

It  is  manifest  on  the  face  of  appellant's  application  for  pension,  and 
from  tlie  allegtitions  therein  contained  that  these  minors  have  no  stand- 
ing whatever  and  no  title  to  piMision  under  the  provisions  of  the 
pension  laws. 
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There  is  no  doubt  or  controversy  concerning  the  material  facts  in 
this  ca^se.  It  is  clearly  shown  by  the  testimony  taken  upon  a  special 
examination  of  the  claim  for  pension  of  the  former  lawful  >vife  and 
present  widow  of  the  soldier,  and  is  admitted  by  this  appellant  and 
the  mother  of  said  minor  children,  that  the  soldier  was  first  law- 
full}^  married  in  1851  to  one  Mary  A.  ScuUey,  in  the  State  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  lived  with  her  as  his  wife  in  that  State  until  18(>*,),  when 
he  deserted  her.  Said  marriage  was  never  dissolved  by  divorce,  but 
the  soldier  married  Mary  F.  Walker,  the  mother  of  these  minors,  in 
Illinois,  in  1880,  and  lived  with  her  as  his  wife*  until  his  death.  Both 
his  lawful  wife,  Mary  A  Hartley,  and  Mary  F.  Walker,  his  second 
wife,  survive  him,  and  Mary  A.  Hartley  is  now  in  receipt  of  a  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  18iK), 
as  his  widow.  In  an  aflidavit  filed  in  this  case  Mary  F.  Walker,  the 
second  wife  of  the  soldier  and  mother  of  these  minor  children,  stat<\s 
under  oath  that  she  discovered  about  1890  that  the  soldier  had  another 
lawful  wife  living,  from  whcmi  he  had  never  been  divorced,  and  that 
she  taxed  him  with  the  fact  and,  after  some  reluctance,  he  admitted  to 
her  that  he  had  deceived  and  wronged  her,  l)ut  that  she  continued,  not- 
withstanding, to  live  with  him  as  his  wife  thereafter  until  his  death  in 
1896.  She  admits  that  she  was  never  lawfully  married  to  the  soldier, 
and  is  not  his  lawful  widow,  and  has  no  title  to  pension  as  such,  and 
makes  and  has  made  no  claim  for  such  pension. 

There  is  on  file  a  sworn  statement  which  the  evidence  shows  was 
made  and  executed  by  the  soldier  a  few  days  prior  to  his  death,  in 
which  he  acknowledges  and  recognizes  the  above-named  minor  children 
as  his  own,  and  declares  himself  to  be  their  father  and  that  they  are  his 
offspring,  the  fruit  of  his  union  with  Mary  F.  Walker,  and  it  is  earn- 
estly contended  in  this  appeal  that  this  declai'ation  by  the  soldier 
rendered  said  children  legitimate  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Illinois,  and  consequently  they  should  be  entitled  to  pension  as  his 
minor  children  under  16  years  of  age  at  his  death.  It  may  be,  as  con- 
tended, that  such  a  declaration  and  acknowledgment  of  said  minors 
by  the  soldier  is  sufficient  to  render  them  legitimate  to  the  extt^nt  that 
they  could  inherit  property  from  the  soldier  and  be  recognized  as  his 
heirs  at  law  in  the  Sbite  of  Illinois,  but  this  has  no  bearing  whatever 
upon  the  matter  now  under  considei-ation,  and  does  not  atfe(»t  in  any- 
way whatever  the  question  of  the  title  of  said  minor  children  to 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the*  pension  laws  of  the  Ignited  States. 

The  provisions  of  -section  4704,  Revised  Statutes,  unquestionably 
contemplate  that  only  the  children  of  the  soldier  born  in  lawful  wedlock, 
or  acknowledged  by  him  before  or  after  lawful  wedlock  with  their 
mother  can  be  considered  as  legitimate  and  pensionable  as  the  minor 
children  of  the  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws.  A 
legal  and  lawful  marriage  of  the  parents  must  be  esUiblished  to  create 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


42  DECISIONS    KELATINO    TO    PENSIONS. 

a  pensionable  status  for  a  person  seeking  pension  as  a  minor  child  of 
a  soldier  under  16  years  of  age.  In  this  case,  however,  the  (juestioii 
is  not,  primarily,  one  of  legitimacy,  but  or*  title,  nor  is  it  necessaiy  to 
discuss  that  question  to  determine  the  right  of  these  minors  to  a 
pension  under  the  law. 

Under  the  provisions  both  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  section  4702  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  minor  children 
of  a  soldier  succeed  only  to  the  pensionable  rights  of  their  mother, 
the  widow  of  the  soldier,  and  their  pensionable  title  is  derived  solely 
from  and  through  their  mother;  and  under  no  provision  of  the  pension 
laws  does  it  arise  until  after  the  extinguishment  of  her  prior  right  and 
title  by  death  or  remarriage.  Even  where  the  soldier  dies  leaving  no 
widow  surviving,  the  minor  children  take  the  i>ension  solely  by  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  widow  to  take  it,  and  it  is  the  pension 
provided  by  law  for  the  widow,  and  which  would  have  been  paid  to 
her  had  she  survived  the  soldier,  that  they  receive.  In  no  event  do 
the  pension  laws  provide  a  pension  for  the  minor  children  of  a  soldier 
in  their  own  right  where  the  widow,  their  mother,  survives;  and 
where,  under  the  provisions  of  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  the 
widow's  pension  is  taken  from  her  and  paid  to  the  children  by  reason 
of  her  abandonment  of  them,  or  because  she  is  shown  to  be  an  im- 
proper person  to  be  intrusted  with  their  care  and  custody,  it  is  the 
widow's,  not  the  children's  pension  which  is  temporarily  withheld 
from  her  by  reason  of  her  misconduct,  and  paid  to  the  children  during 
the  period  of  their  pensiona])le  minority,  and  then  returned  to  her. 

The  question  of  the  title  of  minor  children  of  a  soldier  to  pension 
under  circumstances  very  similar  to  those  presented  by  the  facts  in 
this  case  was  very  clearly  and  exhaustively  discussed  in  a  decision  ren- 
dered by  this  Department  on  May  31,  181M),  in  the  case  of  the  alleged 
minor  children  of  Jonas  W.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227),  as  follows: 

Section  4702,  as  amended  (being  an  act  ai>proved  Auprust  7, 1882),  places  title,  on 
the  death  of  the  soldier,  in  the  widow,  section  4703  adding  t(»  amount  allowed  the 
widow  $2  for  each  (thild  under  16  years.  If  there  is  no  widow  (death  or  divorce 
iK^fore  the  dea,th  of  the  soldier  would  make  such  a  condition),  then  the  title  is  placed 
in  the  minors.  But  note  well  that  under  such  circumstances  title  is  in  the  minors 
for  the  sole  reason  that  there  is  no  widow;  and  further,  that  there  must  at  some  time 
have  been  a  legal  wife,  in  whom  but  for  the  happening  of  a  certain  event  the  title 
would  be,  and  that  it  is  this  title  the  minors  take.  If  the  widow  dies  without  payment 
of  pension  to  her,  or  remarries,  or  (st'ction  4703)  is  ** deprived  of  her  pension  under 
the  provisions  of  the  pension  law,"  then  title  is  placed  in  the  minors.  It  is  thus 
seen  that  the  foundation  of  the  title,  so  far  a.s  a  minor  is  concerned,  is  in  the  widow; 
that  is,  in  the  wife  of  the  soldier,  who  is  the  mother  of  the  children  in  question. 
The  title  does  not  shift  to  the  children  only  ujxjn  the  hapi)ening  of  certain  events  to 
the  widow  and  mother.  If  there  is  no  widow,  if  there  has  not  Ix^en  a  legal  wife, 
how  shall  there  \)c  any  title  in  the  children?  The  foundation  of  the  children's  title 
is  in  their  mother,  the  widow,  the  minors'  interest  l)eing  but  a  j)art  of  the  eu|>er- 
structure.     Now,  if  the  alleged  widow,  their  mother,  never  had  or  couM  have  a 
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title,  the  fouudation  has  gone  and  there  is  nothing  on  which  to  build  a  title  for  the 
children.     A  right  can  not  be  built  upon  a  title  that  does  not  an<l  could  not  exist. 

The  pension  laws  are  silent  upon  legitimacy  as  affecting  the  title  to  a  minor's  pen- 
sion, save  as  hereinbefore  stated,  which  laws,  it  is  seen,  have  no  bearing  upon  the 
issue  herein.  A  pension  is  a  public  grant,  and  can  be  allowed  only  to  those  indi- 
viduals whom  the  statute  clearly  and  expressly  embraces.  State  laws  as  regards 
legitimat^y  are  of  no  avail,  unless  the  United  States  statutes  plainly  allow  them  to 
control,  which  they  do  not.  A  minor  must  claim,  if  at  all,  through  the  title  which 
would  have  been  but  for  the  happening  of  certain  events  in  the  widowed  mother. 
If  this  mother  never  had  or  never  could  have  title,  it  is  impossible  to  discern  the 
rights  to  title  in  her  children.  I  reiterate,  that  you  can  not  successfully  claim  a 
right  through  a  title  that  never  could  have  existence. 

The  minors  in  this  case  are  not  legitimate  under  the  common  law,  for  the  reason 
that  their  mother  was  not  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier,  and  consecjuently  never  was 
his  widow.  The  alleged  widow  not  having,  and  it  not  l>eing  jxjssible  for  her  ever  to 
have  had  a  title  to  jiension,  her  children,  although  the  offspring  of  the  soldier,  can 
have  no  title;  their  title  being  dependent  upon  her  title,  and  her  title  being  nil, 
theirs  must  be  the  same. 

The  foregoing  language  is  dirccth"  applica})le  to  the  facts  of  this 
case  and  correctly  stjxtes  the  law  relative  to  the  pensiona})le  status  and 
rights  of  the  minor  children  of  the  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the 
pension  laws  of  the  United  Stiites. 

But  even  if  there  was  no  question  in  this  case  relative  to  the  legality 
of  the  marriage  of  the  parents  of  these  minors  and  their  legitima<*y, 
an  insuperable  obstacle  to  the  allowance  of  a  pension  to  them  arises 
from  the  fact  that  their  mother  survived  the  soldier  and  is  still  living, 
and  all  right  and  title  to  pension  on  account  of  the  services  and  death 
of  the  soldier  would  be  vested  by  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws 
solely  in  her,  and,  as  has  been  hereinbefore  stated,  the  minor  children 
of  the  soldier  would  have  no  right  to  pension  whatever  until  the  extin- 
guishment of  her  prior  title  thereto  by  her  death  or  remarriage. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  rejection  of  this  application  for  pen- 
sion in  behalf  of  said  minor  children  of  the  deceased  soldier  upon 
the  ground  stated  was  without  error,  and  said  action  is  afliniied 
accordingly. 

EVir>ENCK— PRESUMPTION  OF  I>EATII— MAllJM  AGE. 

Maky  CoBUiiN  ( widow). 

The  claimant  married  the  soldier  in  1S83,  in  tlie  State  of  Illinois.     Her  former  hus- 
band had  ]:>een  absent  for  a  period  much  greater  than  seven  years.     His  absence 
wa«  continuous  and  unexplained,  and  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  has  ever 
l^een  received. 
Held:  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  second  marriage. 

Asslstafit  /Se<Tetari/  J^\  Z.  CatnphcU  to  the  Coin)nli<f<!onir  of  Poisions^ 

Augmt  G,  1900, 

William  C.  Coburn,  forn\erly  of  Compan}-  F,  Eighteenth  Massachu- 
setts Volunteer  Infantry,  died  on  February  10,  1802,  being  borne 
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upon  the  pension  roll  at  the  time  under  the  provisions  of  the  general 
law  at  the  rate  of  J8  per  month  by  reason  of  adinabilit}"  resulting  from 
chronic  diarrhea. 

On  March  17,  1892,  Maiy  Coburn  tiled  a  declaration  for  widow'.-? 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  claim 
was  adjudicated  and  rejected  on  January  9,  189(),  on  the  ground  of 
claunant\s  inability  to  show  the  death  of  her  former  husband,  one 
Edgar  Thomas.  This  action  was  affinned  by  the  Department  upon 
appeal  on  June  t>,  189G.  The  claim  was  su])sequently  reopi»ned,  and  a 
special  examination  had  for  the  purpose  of  tjiking  additional  testi- 
mony, which,  having  })een  done,  the  claim  was  again  rejected  on  Decem- 
ber 4,  1899,  on  the  same  ground  as  that  upon  which  the  same  was  orig"- 
inally  denied. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  DecemV)er  *2iK 
1899.  resting  upon  the  contention  therein  set  forth  as  follows: 

That  the  factn  in  the  ca»se,  as  rejranls  the  former  hiis]>aii(l,  are  so*  follows:  My  hii5- 
baml  (tlie  first  one)  (liHaj»j)eanMl  in  the  year  of  18.59,  there  Inang  no  diseord  l)etweeii 
us  and  we  had  lived  very  hai>i)ily  to^^ether,  and  1  know  that  n4)thing  but  death 
would  have  kejjt  him  away  fnnn  me.  The  only  j»roof  of  his  disapjK'aranee  that  ran 
be  had  is  the  fact  that  he  lias  never  \n*vn  seen  or  heard  of  since  he  left  me,  so  far  as 
I  know.  The  special  examiner  in  New  York  faile<l  to  find  any  jH»rson  who  ever  saw 
or  knew  him. 

I  saw  the  testimony  gathered  by  said  examiner,  and  he  had  failed  to  discover  any 
trace  of  the  missing  husbaml,  neither  had  he  found  anyone  who  had  ever  seen  or 
knew  him.  The  husband  wa.s  advertised  for  by  my  relatives,  and  every  known 
means  wa.s  used  to  discover  him,  or  his  wherea>>outs,  without  any  success.  1  was 
very  young  at  the  time  and  unsophisticated,  and  the  efforts  to  find  the  missing  hus- 
hsLud  were  taken  up  by  my  relatives,  who  are  now  all  dead. 

I  was  o})liped  to  go  out  in  the  world  and  earn  my  own  living,  which  I  did  up  to 
the  time  I  met  and  married  William  C.  Ooburn,  in  the  year  of  1882,  which  wa«ii 
twenty-three  years  after  the  disappearance  of  my  first  husband. 

I  have  supi)lied  the  lx"st  possible  testimony  of  friends  and  relatives  who  have 
known  me  for  thirty  odd  years,  and  who  knew  me  as  a  widow  prior  to  my  marriage 
with  Mr.  Coburn,  and  it  is  im]K)s«ible  to  get  any  l)ett(^r  testimony  than  has  Ix^en 
filed  in  the  case,  and  the  s})ecial  examination  has  not  develope<l  any  new  or  addi- 
tional testimony. 

Under  the  law  and  rules  of  practice,  the  fact  of  disap|)earance  and  continued  a])S€»nce 
for  the  great  length  (»f  time  as  me.ntione<l,  without  any  cause,  and  no  knowleilge  of 
his  whereabouts,  and  nothing  ever  heard  from  or  of  the  man,  is  good  presumptive 
proof  of  death,  and  there  is  as  much  proof  of  his  death  as  there  is  of  our  marriage, 
and  the  one  can  l)e  ac('('i)te<l  under  the  law  as  readily  and  legally  Jis  the  other. 

That  the  claimant  contends  that  the  rejection  of  the  Ciu^e  on  the  grounds  Bs  stated 
was  an  error,  in  view  of  the  rulings  in  the  following  cases,  to  wit:  Annie  Dennis, 
widow  of  William  (\  Reno,  claim  No.  753052;  ^larie  Sharpe,  8  P.  1).,  175;  C'aroline 
Sickles,  0  P.  I).,  1()4;  Sarah  (Jorby,  4  P.  D.,  298.  That  she  also  cites  attention  to  the 
references  as  to  law  of  evidence  as  cited  in  the  Annie  Dennis  (Reno)  cast^  all  of 
which  is  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  in  view  of  all  the  facts  in  the  case,  and 
absence  of  all  proof  to  show  that  the  said  Imsband  was  living  at  date  of  her  marriage 
to  the  soldier,  and  no  conflicting  claim  of  any  other  person,  it  should,  under  the 
practice  of  ''presumptive  death,"  be  adhenMl  t<>  in  this  instance  and  the  incision 
allowed. 
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She  therefore  appeals  from  the  dwieion  of  the  honorable  Commissioner  in  reject- 
ing her  claim,  and  requests  that  the  case  be  reconsidered  and  allowed  on  the  fact 
that  there  is  not  the  slightest  of  proof  that  the  said  husband  mn  be  living,  or  that  he 
was  living  at  the  date  of  her  marritige  to  the  soldier. 

There  is  ample  record  evidence  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  clin-k 
of  the  county  court  of  Cook  County,  111.,  that  the  claimant  was  mar- 
ried to  the  soldier  on  July  1,  1883,  in  said  State  of  Illinois. 

Among  other  things  the  claimant  testified  before  the  special  exam- 
iner in  1895  as  follows: 

I  am  the  widow  of  William  C.  Cobum,  who  served  as  a  sergeant  in  Company  F^ 
Eighteenth  Massachusetts  Infantry.  I  i)ecame  acquainted  with  him  in  1882,  while 
living  in  Chicago,  111.  He  served  four  years,  and  I  think  that  it  was  all  in  the  same 
company  and  regiment.  I  never  heard  him  speak  of  having  evci*  been  in  any  other 
regiment.  I  never  heard  him  8i)eak  of  having  served  in  the  naval  service  of  the 
United  States. 

My  husl)and  was  a  i>ensioner  at  the  rate  uf  $8  ft)r  irhronic  diarrhea.  He  drew  the 
pension  for  one  year  l>efore  he  died  only. 

I  am  an  applicant  for  {lension  as  his  widow  under  the  June  27,  1890,  law.  That  is 
the  only  application  I  have  ever  made. 

Ada  Sweet  was  my  first  attorney.  Oscar  Barber,  of  Chicago,  111.,  is  my  attorney 
now. 

When  were  you  married  to  William  C.  Coburn? 

In  July.  1882— the  1st  of  July,  1882.     AVe  were  married  in  C-liicago,  111. 

Was  William  C.  Cobum  ever  married  iK'fore  his  marriage  to  you? 

Yes,  sir.     His  former  wife  died  in  the  year  1880,  I  think. 

Ha^l  you  been  previously  married? 

Yes,  sir. 

What  was  your  maiden  name? 

Mary  Hooley. 

What  was  your  former  husband's  name? 

Edgar  Thomas. 

Where  were  you  marrie<l  to  Mgar  Thomas,  and  when? 

In  New  York  City;  in  1850. 

By  whom  were  you  married? 

The  Pension  Bureau  says  it  was  a  common-law  marriage.  There  was  no  cere- 
mony—it was  just  a  cohabitation.     That  is  all  it  was. 

Where  were  you  bom? 

Manchester,  England. 

Where  did  you  first  become  acquainted  with  Edgar  Thomas? 

In  New  York  City;  I  knew  him  first  in  England. 

When  did  you  first  commence  to  live  with  him  as  liis  wife?  Was  it  in  New  York 
City  or  in  England? 

In  Manchester,  England. 

Then  you  were  not  married  to  him  or  you  did  not  first  take  up  your  cohabitation 
with  him  in  1856  in  New  York  City? 

Well,  it  was  the  same  year. 

Now,  tell  just  when  you  first  commence*!  to  live  with  Edgar  Thomas  as  liis  wife 
and  all  the  places  you  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  l^efore  you  came  to  America? 

We  commenced  to  live  as  man  and  wife  in  the  spring  of  185(5,  at  ^lanchester, 
England.  It  was  only  a  few  weeks  when  we  left  there  and  went  to  Edinburgh  und 
Abbyfeldie,  Scotland,  and  remained  altogether  in  those  two  ])laces  about  five  weeks, 
when  we  came  to  America  and  tcx)k  up  our  residence  in  New  York  City. 
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Had  ThomaH  In^n  inarrietl  previoiiHly  to  his  cohabiting  with  you? 

No,  sir;  he  was  then  41  years  (Ad.  I  had  known  him  atxmt  a  year  before  we  com- 
nience<l  to  live  together.  I  had  not  l)een  pn^viously  married.  I  laoketi  about  two 
moutht?  of  being  14  years  oM. 

Where  did  you  take  up  your  residence  in  New  York  when  you  first  t-ame  to  that 
city? 

No.  100  Eleventh  street.  I  was  with  my  uncle.  John  Hooley  was  his  name.  He 
is  de^d.  There  is  not  one  of  his  i)eople  alive.  We  lived  there  until  my  husband 
went  away.  I  think  we  live<l  in  Brooklyn  a  little  while  at  No.  214  Smith  street.  I 
don't  just  remember  whether  we  were  living  with  my  uncle  or  in  Brooklyn  at  the 
time  he  went  away.  I  have  (piite  forgotten,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  I  was  living 
with  thi.s  same  imcle  when  he  went  away  and  my  uncle  had  moved  to  Brooklyn. 

What  was  Edgar  Thomas's  occupation? 

He  was  a  bookkeeper  where  they  refined  petroleum.  I  think  the  name  was  Miller 
&  Co.  They  were  kx'ated  in  Brooklyn.  That  was  the  only  place  he  worked  as  long 
as  he  was  living  with  me. 

AVhat  was  his  physical  condition? 

He  was  very  much  troubled  with  catarrh  of  the  bronchial  tubes.  He  was  of  very- 
spare  frame.  He  was  sick  a  good  many  times,  while  I  knew  him,  on  account  of  his 
throat.  He  was  not  an  invalid,  but  he  was  a  man  of  very  delicate  organization,  as 
we  would  call  it. 

While  you  were  at  your  micle's  house  did  you  and  Thomas  cohabit  as  man  and 
wife? 

Yes;  we  were  known  as  such.  I  was  known  by  the  name  of  Mrs.  Thomas.  My 
nncle  and  family  knew  there  haci  iK'en  no  ceremony  of  marriage  performed  between 
myself  and  Thomas;  there  were  no  objec^tions  to  it  at  all. 

AVhat  was  your  early  religious  belief? 

I  was  brought  up  a  Catholic,  Mr.  Thomas  was  a  freethinker,  and  so  was  my  sec- 
ond husband,  Mr.  Cobum.  No,  none  of  my  family  were  freethinkers;  they  were 
all  Catholics. 

Was  Mr.  Thomas  a  man  of  financial  means? 

No;  he  only  had  his  salar\'. 

AVas  he  one  who  had  expectancy  from  any  inherited  property,  either  in  the  old 
country  or  in  this  country? 

No;  not  that  I  knew  of. 

Will  you  state  under  what  condition  he  left  you  or  you  left  him  or  that  you  sepa- 
rated from  ea^'h  other? 

It  was  of  an  evening,  after  we  had  supper;  he  went  out  to  either  collect  a  bill  or  to 
pay  a  bill.  The  cause  of  his  going  out  was  of  so  little  imjKjrtance  to  me  that  I  paid 
no  attention  to  what  it  was — but  it  was  something  relating  to  a  bill  and  connected 
with  his  business.  That  was  the  last  I  ever  saw  him.  No;  there  had  been  no  quar- 
rel between  us.  We  lived  very  happily  together,  and  there  had  been  no  quarrel 
between  either  he  or  I  or  with  anyone  of  my  family.  We  were  a  very  happy  family 
indeed. 

What  means,  if  any,  did  you  take  to  search  for  him? 

We  advertised  in  the  i^ijers  and  did  everything  we  could  think  of.  My  uncle 
employed  a  detective.  You  set^  I  had  always  live^l  with  this  uncle,  as  my  father 
and  mother  were  dead.  My  uncle  came  to  America  just  l>efore  I  did.  Yes;  I  lived 
at  my  uncle's  house  in  the  old  ccnrntr^'  with  Mr.  Thomas  as  his  wife.  They  came 
to  America,  and  Mr.  Thomas  and  I  then  went  to  Scotland,  and  from  there  came  right 
to  New  \'ork  and  took  up  our  residence  with  them  as  we  had  before  that. 

Can  you  tell  what  paj)ers  the  disai)pearance  of  Mr.  Thomas  were  advertised  in? 

No;  I  don't  remember.  I  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  that,  as  my  luicle  took 
that  into  his  own  hands. 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  47 

What  property  did  your  husband,  Mr.  Cobum,  leave  at  the  time  of  his  death? 

Nothing  at  all.  He  was  a  workingman,  and  had  no  property,  either  real  or  peT- 
sonal,  outside  of  his  apparel  and  household  goods. 

You  made  your  application  for  pension  in  March,  1892;  what  proi)erty  did  you 
own  then  or  that  you  have  owned  since  that  time? 

I  never  owned  any  and  have  never  owned  any.  I  have  worked  for  my  living  ever 
since  my  husband  died.  I  have  never  had  any  money  invested  in  any  way,  and 
have  none  at  this  time.  I  am  dependent  entirely  upon  my  own  daily  lal)or  for  my 
support. 

Richard  M.  Cahill  appeared  as  a  witness  before  a  special  examiner 
in  1899.     Among  other  things  the  witness  said: 

1  arrive<l  in  New  York  from  England  in  1865.  I  knew  the  claimant,  Mary  Thomas. 
It  was  a  matter  of  family  knowledge  that  her  husband,  Edgar  Thomas,  disappeared 
while  she  live<l  in  Brooklyn,  before  we  came  here,  and  was  never  heard  from.  From 
the  time  I  came  to  America  we  never  saw  nor  heard  of  Thomas,  and  we  never  had 
any  doubt  of  the  fact  that  he  had  disappeared  and  was  never  heanl  of  after  that. 

Sarah  A.  Hinchcliff,  in  1899,  deposed  before  a  special  examiner  as 
follows: 

I  am  the  first  cousin  of  Mary  Cobum.  We  came  from  England.  I  can  not  say 
whether  I  or  she  came  here  tirst.  My  mother  was  a  Ilooley.  She  married  Martin 
Cahill.     He  is  dea^l. 

Claimant  lived  with  us  a  while.  She  was  considere<l  a  single  woman.  The  first  I 
knew  of  her  living  with  any  man  was  with  Edgar  Thomas,  and  it  was  always  under- 
stood they  w-ere  married.  I  never  saw — do  not  know  where  they  lived,  but  it  was 
in  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.  It  seems  to  me  they  lived  with  John  Hooly  for  a  time,  but  I 
will  not  he  sure.  All  I  know  about  Edgar  Thomas  is  that  he  went  out  one  night  and 
he  never  came  back;  this  was  at  least  twenty  years  ago.  I  always  understood  that 
they  lived  together  happily,  and  I  never  heard  any  reason  assigned  why  he  should 
leave  her.  I  do  not  know  whether  she  had  any  children  by  Thomas  or  not.  I  am 
fully  satisfied  that  she  never  was  married  until  she  married  Edgar  Thomas.  I  never 
heard  it  said  that  he  was  heard  of  after  he  left  home.  She  later  went  to  Chicago, 
111.,  and,  as  far  as  I  know,  she  never  married  again  until  she  married  a  man  named 
Cobum. 

Micha^lJ.  Cahill  testified  that  he  kne\^of  the  claimant  in  Brooklyn, 
N.  Y.,  as  early  as  the  year  1858,  and  that  she  was  then  known  as  Mrs. 
Thomas — as  widow. 

William  A.  Cahill  testified  by  affidavit  in  March,  1896,  that  he  had 
known  the  claimant  and  her  family  for  upward  of  twenty-five  years, 
and  that  when  he  first  knew  her  in  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  she  was  known 
as  Mrs.  Mary  Thomas,  the  widow  of  Edgar  Thomas. 

Several  witnesses  have  testified  that  they  were  acquainted  with  the 
claimant  from  the  time  she  went  to  Chicago  in  1880,  and  that  she  has 
always  been  regarded  as  a  woman  of  good  moral  chamcter. 

If  the  man  Edgar  Thomas  was  not  the  husband  of  the  claimant,  then 
her  relations  with  him  could  not  in  any  way  affect  her  pensionable 
status.  Assuming,  however,  that  they  sustained  the  marital  relation, 
it  appears  with  moral  and  reasonable  certainty  that  he  disappeared 
without  any  cause  disclosed  I)}'  the  record,  and  that  no  intelligence  was 
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ever  had  of  his  existenre  for  more  than  seven  years  prior  to  the  mar- 
riage of  the  claimant  to  the  soldier  in  1HS;3. 

The  act  of  March  13,  181H),  provides  that  in  claims  for  pension, 
where  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  an  enlisted  man  or 
oflBcer  from  his  home  and  family  for  a  ])eriod  of  seven  years  has  been 
shown,  durini^:  which  pericnl  no  intellij^ence  of  his  existence  shall  have 
been  received,  such  facts  ^hall  be  acce])ted  as  suiBcient  proof  of  deutli. 
By  the  literal  tt^rms  of  the  act  its  provisions  refer  only  to  cases  in 
which  it  iHH'omes  nect^ssary  to  i)rove  the  death  of  an  enlisted  man  or 
officer.  Thonr.is,  the  person  whose  death  is  alleged  in  this  case,  does 
not  apt)ear  to  have  l)een  an  enlisted  man  or  officer.  Hut  the  facts 
enumerated  in  the  statute  above  mentioned  are  sufficient  under  the 
common  law  to  raise  the  pn^sumption  of  death  in  any  case.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  statutor}-  provision  and  the  common-law  rule 
s<*arcely  amounts  to  a  practical  ditf(*rence.  The  facts  which  under  the 
common  law  would  warrant  a  presumi)tion  of  death  are,  under  the 
above-mentioned  statute,  repirded  as  sufficient  proof  of  the  same. 

The  common-law  doctrine  relative  to  the  presumption  of  death  is 
applied  in  the  case  of  Davie  /•-  Bri^<jfs  (1)7  I".  S..  6:28),  wherein  it  is  held: 

The  general  rule  iiiuloubtedly  in  that  a  person  shown  not  to  have  been  heard  of 
for  seven  years  })y  those  (if  any)  wlio,  if  he  ha<l  l>een  ahve,  would  naturally  have 
heard  of  him,  is  presunie<l  to  he  dead,  unless  the  cinnniistanees  of  the  case  are  such 
as  to  account  for  his  not  l)einjr  heard  of  without  assuming  his  death. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Au^^ust  7,  1882,  such  marriages 
as  are  involved  in  this  case  — 

shall  l)e  j>roven  in  jxMision  cases  to  Ik*  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  jmrties  reside<l  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  tlie  right 
to  pension  accrued. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  resided  in  the  State  of  Illinois  at  the  time 
of  her  second  marriage  and  a^so  at  the  time  when  her  right  to  pension 
(if  an}-)  accru(»d.  In  the  case  of  Schmisseur  r,  Beatrie  (147  111.,  210) 
the  doctrine  involved  in  this  case  is  announced  as  follows: 

1.  A  second  marriage  is  void  when  either  of  the  parties  to  it  has  a  husband  or  wife 
by  a  former  marriage  who  has  ni*ver  Ix^en  divorct^l  and  is  still  living. 

2.  Where  a  marriage  has  once  l>een  solemnized  acconling  to  the  forms  of  law  every 
presumption  will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  validity.  This  ])resumption  is  so  stronu: 
that  a  former  Imsband  or  wife  will  Ik*  presume*!  to  l>e  dead  after  an  absence  of  k-ss 
than  Steven  years.  The  ordinary  presumption  in  favor  of  the  continuance  of  human 
life  is  made  to  give  way  to  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  innocence  of  a  second 
marriage. 

The  absence  of  Thomas,  the  first  husband,  is  fairly  shown  to  have 
been  continuous  and  unexplained  for  at  least  twice  the  period  of  seven 
years  prior  to  the  time  when  the  claimant  entered  upon  her  second 
marital  relation.  No  intelligence  of  his  existence  seems  yet  to  have 
been  received.     In  view  of  these  facts  and  in  the  light  of  the  princi- 
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pies  hereinbefore  announced,  I  am  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
claimant  may  and  should  be  regarded  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Action  reversed,  with  instructions  that  the  same  be  re^djudicated  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  case. 


attorneys-fee— accrued  pensiox  act  march  a,  isoo-payment. 

John  C.  Hobson,  deceased  (claimant). 

S.  W.  Daugherty  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

An  agent  or  attorney  rendering  services  in  proceedings  under  the  at-t  of  March  2, 
1895,  in  l^ehalf  of  a  i)erson  entitled  under  its  provisions  to  the  accrued  pension 
on  a  certificate  of  i)ension  of  a  deceased  i^ensioner,  must  look  to  the  person 
by  whom  he  is  employed  for  payment  for  his  services.  Case  of  George  Aab 
(9  P.  D.,  377)  is  overruled. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Catnphell  to  th/i   Ominiissioner  of  Peiixftms^ 

Augiist  8,  1900, 

S.  W.  Daugherty  &  Co.,  of  Columbus,  Ind.,  entered  an  appeal,  De- 
cember 15,  1898,  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
for  services  rendered  Mary  A.  Hobson  in  the  matter  of  her  application 
for  payment  to  her  of  the  accrued  pension  of  her  deceased  husband, 
John  C.  Hobson,  who  served  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  in  Com- 
pany I,  Fourth  Indiana  Volunteer  Cavalry. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  her  husband  was  a  pensioner  (certificate 
No.  337218)  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month.  He  died  May  22,  18H7. 
In  behalf  of  Mrs.  Hobson  appellants  filed  a  declaration  for  widow's 
pension  under  the  general  law,  and  also  a  declaration  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890.  On  evidence  filed  by  them  the  widow's  claim  under 
the  general  law  was  allowed,  and  for  their  services  in  the  prosecution 
of  such  claim  they  were  certified  a  fee  of  ^25. 

The  widow's  application  under  the  act  of  March  2,  ltS95  (2iS  Stat., 
964),  for  payment  to  her  of  the  accrued  pension  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band was  filed  August  23,  1898.  Said  application  contains  a  power  of 
attorney  from  the  widow"  in  favor  of  appt^llants.  On  October  8.  lSi)8, 
accrued  pension  certificate  and  order  issued  for  payment  to  her  of  the 
accrued  pension. 

The  ground  assigned  by  your  Bureau  for  denying  a  fee  to  the  appel- 
lants for  their  services  in  the  prosecution  of  the  application  for  pay- 
ment of  accrued  pension  is  that  they  performed  no  material  service  in 
the  premises.  Such  ground  is  untenable,  since  they  rendered  all  serv- 
ice necessary  to  secure  payment  of  the  accrued  pension.  The  ({utvs- 
tion  arises  whether  your  Bureau  had  anything  whatever  to  do  relative 
to  the  matter  of  compensation  for  services  in  prosecuting  such  appli- 
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cation.  la  other  words,  whether  .such  compensation  is  not  a  matter 
tiolel}^  between  the  applicant  for  the  accrued  pension  and  her  attorneys. 

Unless  by  a  law  of  Congress  your  Bureau  is  charged  with  some  duty 
in  such  matter  it  has  none  to  perform  therein.  Neither  the  act  of 
March  2,  18l>5,  axj^ra^  under  which  this  application  for  the  payment 
of  accrued  pension  arises,  nor  any  other  law  of  Congress,  unless  it  be 
sections  8  and  4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884  (23  Stat.,  98),  contains  any 
proyision  relatiye  to  the  compensation  of  an  agent  or  attorney  for 
services  rendered  in  securing  pa^'ment  of  such  pension.  The  question 
whether  those  sections  of  the  act  of  Juh'  4,  1884,  make  proyision  for 
and  control  the  allowance  and  payment  of  a  fee  in  such  case  depends 
upon  whether  such  application  is  ''a  claim  for  pension "  within  the 
meaning  of  said  sections. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  for  payment  of  the  accrued  pension 
of  George  Aab  (0  P.  D.,  377),  the  Department  held,  in  effect,  that  pro- 
ceedings for  securing  such  payment  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1895, 
constituted  a  claim  for  pension  within  the  meaning  of  sections  3  and  4 
of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884. 

In  the  later  case,  however,  of  Margaret  E.  Davis  (10  P.  D.,  403), 
being  an  application  by  the  deserted  wife  of  a  pensioner  for  pa^^ment 
to  her,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899  (30  Stat.,  1379),  of  one-half  of 
the  pension  accruing  to  her  husband,  the  Department  held,  generally, 
that  the  words  "claim  for  pension,"  as  used  in  sections  3  and  4  of  the 
act  of  July  4,  1884,  refer  to  the  assertion  of  a  right  to  have  a  pension 
allowed  to  the  claimant  in  his  or  her  own  right,  under  some  law  of 
Congress  granting  a  pension,  and,  specific*ally,  that— 

the  amount  and  method  of  making  payment  of  the  compensation  of  agents  or 
attorneys  for  services  in  prosecuting  an  application  for  the  divide<l  payment  of  a  pen- 
sion, under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  are  not  controlled  by  sections  3  and  4  of  the 
act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  are  matters  of  agreement  and  adjustment  between  the  parties, 
over  which,  in  the  absence  of  abuse  or  misconchict  on  the  part  of  the  agent  or  attor- 
ney justifying  disbarment,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  no  authority. 

The  case  just  cited  and  quoted  from  is  similar  to  the  one  at  bar  in 
all  essential  particulars,  and  the  decision  in  the  former  is  therefore  of 
controlling  authority  in  the  latter. 

The  act  of  March  2,  1805,  like  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  does  not 
make  a  grant  of  pension.  In  its  application  to  such  case  as  is  hei*e 
present(^d  the  fonner  act  relates  exclusiyely  to  payment  of  the  pension 
elsewhere  granted  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  prosecution  of  the 
''claim  for  pension,"'  which  clahn  was  adjudicated  and  allowed  years 
ago  and  payment  of  the  pension  was  being  made  from  time  to  time  to 
the  pensioner  thereunder. 

An  entirely  different  case  would  be  presented  under  the  act  in  ques- 
tion where  a  person  '* entitled  to  a  pension''  dies  '"having  an  applica- 
tion therefor  pending"   and  the  person  entitled  to  payment  of  the 
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accrued  pension  prosecutes  the  pending  application  to  completion.  In 
«uch  case  the  person  so  entitled  would  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
deceased  applicant  for  pension  and  might  do  anything  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  claim  for  pension  which  such  applicant  could  have  done, 
including,  of  course,  the  due  employment  of  an  agent  or  attorney 
therein,  the  amount  and  method  of  payment  of  whose  fee  would  be 
controlled  by  said  sections  3  and  4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884.  Such 
case  would  involve  the  establishment  of  the  claim  for  right  to  pension 
under  the  grant  thereof  and  not  merely  the  right  to  the  pension  money 
of  a  deceased  pensioner  which  was  left  unpaid  at  his  death,  as  in  the 
case  at  bar.  In  the  latter  case  the  application  for  payment  is  not  a 
"claim  for  pension"  within  the  meaning  of  said  sections  3  and  4  of 
the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  the  matter  of  compensation  for  services 
in  the  prosecution  thereof  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  your  Bureau, 
but  is  a  matter  for  the  independent  action  of  the  parties  to  the  contract 
for  such  services.  In  the  former  case,  on  the  other  hand,  for  reasons 
indicated,  the  fee,  if  any,  and  the  manner  of  its  payment  would  be 
controlled  by  said  sections  3  and  4  of  the  act  of  Jul}'  4,  1884. 

The  refusal  of  your  Bureau  to  certify  a  fee  in  this  case  is  affirmed, 
in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed;  and  the  said  decision 
in  the  case  of  George  Aab  is  overruled  in  so  far  as  it  conflicts  with 
such  views.     Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  case. 


INCREASE— THIRD  GRADE— EVIDENCE-DISABILITY. 

Calvin  A.  Hutchinson. 

The  objective  conditions — due  to  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart,  and  the  sequelse 
thereof — described  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held  August  2, 
1899,  in  pursuance  of  the  claim  for  increase  filed  January  28  1899,  show — in  the 
judgment  of  the  Department — the  existence  at  that  time  of  a  degree  of  disability 
fully  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  for  purposes  of  manual  labor;  and 
it  is,  therefore, 

Held:  That  the  allowance  of  the  third -grade  rate  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of 
the  said  medical  examination  was,  and  is,  fully  warranted. 

Asmsta7it  Secretai'y  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pet\mfms^ 

August  10,  1900, 

The  papers  in  the  case  of  Calvin  A.  Hutchinson,  late  captain  Com- 
pany D,  Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  which  were  recently  trans- 
mitted to  the  Department  for  consideration  in  connection  with  an 
appeal — entered  July  7,  1900,  from  the  rejection  b}^  the  Bureau  of  the 
appellant's  claim  for  increase  tiled  January  28,  1899 — are  remanded 
herewith  for  the  read  judication  and  allowance  of  the  said  claim  for 
increase,  in  accordance  with  the  views  hereinafter  set  forth. 

The  appellant,  who  is  now  pensioned  at  $20  per  montlWtotal  pf 
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rank)  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  alleged  in  his 
aforesaid  claim  for  increase  that  he  had  become  unable  to,  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  did  not  perform  any  kind  of  ]iianual  labor. 

The  claim  was  rejected  June  16,  1^00,  on  the  ground  that  the  exist- 
ing i-ate  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disa- 
bility manifested  at  the  most  recent  medical  examination  held  in  the 
case. 

The  following  statement,  upon  which  the  claimant  based  his  claim 
for  increase,  was  made  to  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  laiit 
examined: 

Have  general  rheumatism;  worse  in  ankle  joints  and  the  shoulders;  worse  in  left 
side.  Suffer  constant  pain  and  always  lame.  Joint**  of  feet  and  ankle.s  are  stiff. 
Have  serious  trouble  with  heart;  worse  when  I  lie  down.  Can't  sleep  good.  Had 
to  give  up  my  position  as  miller  a  year  ago  because  of  my  disabilities.  Am  now 
unable  to  do  any  manual  labor. 

The  following  objective  conditions,  as  described  in  the  certificate  of 
that  examination,  were  found: 

Pulse  rate,  70,  88,  126;  respiration,  22,  22,  36;  temperature,  99;  height,  5  feet  11 
inches;  actual  weight,  160  pounds;  age,  62  years. 

Bcxly  is  emaciated.  Mus<!les  are  soft  and  fla<Tid.  Skin  is  pale  and  relaxed. 
Tongue  generally  red  and  fissured. 

Rheumatism.  The  muscles  of  the  shoulders  and  arms,  including  wrists  and  hands, 
are  all  sore  and  tender,  There  is  considerable  soreness  of  muscles  of  both  hip  joints?. 
The  knee  joints  are  very  sensitive  to  the  touch,  but  there  is  no  swelling  of  these 
joints.  There  is  soreness  of  the  muscles  of  legs.  Very  tender  to  touch.  The  ankle 
joints  and  all  of  the  joints  of  the  feet  are  sore,  tender  on  pressure,  and  stiff.  Motion 
of  left  ankle  destroyed.  Motion  of  other  joint^i  of  left  foot,  and  of  right  ankle  and 
foot,  one  half  destroyed.  The  rheumatic  trouble  affects  the  left  side  of  Ixwly  much 
more  than  right.  Measure  of  thighs,  knees,  and  legs  shows  a  difference  in  size  of  IJ 
inches  in  left  thigh,  1}  inches  at  knee;  c;alf,  lynches;  and  at  ankle  J  inch  smaller  than 
right.  Motion  of  shoulders  and  elbows  is  impaired,  J  in  left,  \  in  right.  Applicant 
is  very  lame  in  walking;  has  a  shuffling  gait  on  atx'ount  of  stiffness  of  ankles.  For 
rheumatism,  eighteen-eighteenths. 

Disease  of  heart.  A]h*x  l^eat  is  in  fifth  interspace  and  on  mammary  line.  Evident 
to  ins|)ection  and  palpitation.  Area  of  cardiac  dullness  is  increased  transversely, 
extending  to  mammary  line.  The  rhythm  is  irregular,  and  force  is  increai^.  Fin-^t 
sound  is  feeble;  second  is  sharp  and  accenuateil.  No  murmurs.  Xo  tedemaor  cyan- 
osis, (freat  dyspnoea  on  exertion.  There  is  dilatation  with  hyjHirtrophy.  For  dis- 
ease of  heart,  twelve-eighteenths. 

There  is  no  nervous  prostration,  exce})t  the  weakness  caused  by  disease  of  heart. 
This  claimant  is  so  disabled  from  above  disabilities  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  the  jx^r- 
formance  of  manual  lal)or  and  is  entitled  to  $30  a  month.  There  are  no  evidences  of 
\icious  habts. 

It  is  contended,  in  effect,  in  the  pending  appeal  that  inasmuch  as 
the  degree  of  disability  due  to  said  pensioned  causes  has  materially 
increased  since  the  soldier's  name  was  originally  placed  upon  the  pen- 
sion rolls — at  the  present  rate  in  the  case  (total  of  rank) — he  is,  con- 
sequently, entitled  to  a  higher  rate  of  pension. 

As  the  evidence  upon  which  the  case  was  made  special  has  some 
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bearing  upon  the  question  now  under  consideration,  the  same  is  herein 
set  out  in  full,  and  is  as  follows: 

We,  the  undersigned,  citizens  of  Spencer,  Owen  County,  Ind.,  i)eg  leave  to  state  that 
we  are  well  ac^qiiainted  with  Calvin  A.  Hutchinson,  late  captain  of  Company  D, 
Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  and  have  been  for  many  years;  and  for  some  years 
he  has  been  in  such  poor  health,  from  rheumatism  and  other  disabilities,  as  to  be 
unable  to  perform  manual  labor;  that  he  is  now  blind  in  one  eye  and  is  fast  l)ecom- 
ing  blind  in  the  other  from  the  same  cause — cataract;  that  he  is  in  indigent  circum 
stances  and,  l)eing  unable  to  w^ork,  has  no  income  outside  of  his  pension.  He  is 
now  63  years  old  and  has  never  received  an  increase  of  pension  since  his  first  allow- 
ance. We  therefore  most  respectfully  ask  that  his  case  now  before  you,  docket 
63580,  be  made  special  and  acted  on  as  soon  as  possible. 
Most  respectfully, 

George  W.  Edwakds. 

William  H.  Gallop. 

In  a  letter  now  on  file  in  the  ease  the  appellant  makes  the  following 
statement  relative  to  his  military  service: 

I  was  bom  and  raised  in  Shenandoah  County,  Va.  When  Fort  Sumter  was  fired 
upon  I  w^as  run  out  of  the  South  for  my  Union  sentiments.  I  enlisted  in  Company 
K,  Eighteenth  Ohio,  April  23,  1861,  three  months'  call  for  75,000  men;  was  mus- 
tered out  August  28,  1861,  having  served  four  months  and  five  days  as  first  sergeant. 

On  the  2d  day  of  October,  1861,  I  enlisted  in  the  Fifty-second  Illinois,  w^as  trans- 
ferred to  the  regimental  band,  and  was  mustered  out  by  act  of  Congress  July  17, 
1862,  at  Corinth,  Miss.;  reenlisted  in  Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  and  was  com- 
missioned as  captain  of  Company  D,  and  served  as  such  until  expiration  of  term  of 
enlistment. 

I  have  three  honorable  disc'harges. 

The  contention  of  this  appellant  that  he  is  wholly  incapacitated  for 
the  performance  of  manual  labor  appears  to  be  fully  sustained  by  the 
facts  presented  in  the  case;  but  it  is  also  shown  that  factors  other  than 
those  accepted  as  of  service  origin  are  partly  responsible  for  the 
degree  of  disability  shown  to  exist.  It  is  shown  that  he  is  62  years 
of  age,  and,  according  to  the  testimony  of  Messrs.  E.  Edwards  and 
Gallop,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  that  he  is  blind  in  one  eye  and 
rapidly  losing  the  sight  of  the  other.  It  is  believed,  however,  that 
even  were  the  appellant  a  much  younger  man  and  had  good  e3'esight 
that  the  condition  of  his  heart  alone  would  prevent  his  performing 
much,  if  any,  effectual  manual  labor.  It  is  shown  that  upon  exercise 
his  pulse  i-ate  is  nearh' double,  and  that  the  number  of  his  respimtions 
is  more  than  double,  that  of  normal;  that  the  said  viscus  is  both  hyper- 
trophied  and  dilated;  that  its  rhythm  is  irregular,  and  force  increased; 
that  its  first  sound  is  feeble,  and  the  second  accentuated;  that  there  is 
great  dyspnoea  on  exertion,  and  that  his  whole  economy  is  affected  to 
such  a  degree  by  the  weakness  of  his  heart  as  to  lead  him  to  believe 
he  is  also  suffering  from  '^nervous  prostration"  (neurasthenia). 

In  addition  to  the  disabling  effects  of  the  aforesaid  heart  lesion,  it 
is  shown  that  the  appellant  is  disabled  to  a  very  considemble  extent  by 
chronic  rheumatism.     While  it  is  true  that  some  of  the  symptoms 
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thereof  described  in  the  eertitieate  of  the  reeent  medical  examination 
made  of  the  appellant,  namely,  pain,  soreness,  and  impainiient  of 
motion  in  the  various  muscles,  tendons,  and  joints,  are  principally 
jsuhjective,  it  is,  nevertheless,  a  well-known  fact  that  pain  and  stiffne**s 
are  among  the  most  prominent  and  chaiucteristic  symptoms  of  chronii- 
rheumatism.  It  is  also  shown — objectively — that  motion  in  the  appel- 
lant's left  ankle  is  entirely  lost;  that  motion  in  the  other  joints  of  his 
left  foot  and  in  his  right  ankle  and  foot  is  one-half  destroyed;  that 
there  is  considerable  impairment  of  motion  in  both  shoulder  and  both 
elbow  joints;  that  the  left  side  is  much  more  affected  than  the  right  by 
rheumatism — there  being  a  difference  in  the  measurements  of  the  two 
sides  of  from  one-half  inch  to  li  inches — and,  finally,  as  a  result  of 
said  disease,  that  the  appellant  '*  is  very  lame  in  walking,  and  has  a 
shuffling  gait  on  account  of  stiffness  of  ankles." 

As  hereinbefore  indic»ated,  this  soldier  was  among  the  first  to  respond 
to  his  country's  call  at  the  commencement  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion; 
enlisted  in  three  different  organizations,  from  each  of  which  he  received 
an  honorable  discharge;  arose  from  the  ranks  to  the  command  of  his 
company;  rendered  the  Government  three  years  of  honorable  service, 
and  finally  contracted  a  disease  while  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty 
from  which  he  has  suffered  ever  since,  which  disease  is  not  only  a 
source  of  inconvenience  and  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor  as  well,  ])ut  also  causes  much  pain  and  distress  at  times,  and  being 
through  its  sequela?  a  constant  menace  to  his  life.  Besides  which, 
as  also  hereinbefore  stated,  he  is  getting  old,  is  rapidly  approach- 
ing total  blindness,  and  has  no  other  means  of  support  than  his  pen- 
sion. It  is  in  such  cases  as  this  that  the  Department  does  not  feel  like 
drawing  such  hard  and  fast  lines  as  would  resolve  what  doubt  may 
exist  in  the  premises  against  the  claimant. 

While  it  is  not  believed  that  this  appellant  is  wholly  incapacitated 
for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  by  reason  of  the  degree  of  disa- 
bility due  to  the  aforesaid  pensioned  causes  alone,  it  is,  however,  the 
judgment  of  the  Department  that  the  degree  of  disability  manifested 
at  the  medical  examination  held  August  2,  ISIM),  in  pursuance  of  the 
claim  for  increase  filed  January  2S,  ISOIJ,  was  fully  equivalent  to  the 
loss  of  a  hand  or  foot  for  purposes  of  manual  lal)or,  and  it  is  there- 
fore held  that  the  allowance  of  the  third-grade  rate  from  the  date  of 
the  certificate  of  the  sjiid  medical  examination  was  and  is  fully  war- 
ranted. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  inas- 
much as  the  case  has  ])een  made  special  it  is  desired  that  the  action 
herein  indicated  shall  be  taken  at  as  early  a  date  as  practicable. 
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line  of  i>uty— on  a  pass  to  nunt. 
Minor  of  James  S.  Marsteller. 

The  officer,  father  of  this  minor,  having  been  killed  by  the  accidental  discharge  of 
his  gun  while  hunting  by  permission  of  the  commanding  officer  of  the  post,  not 
the  consequence  of  any  willful  neglect  or  improper  conduct  on  his  part,  his  death 
is  considered  to  have  occurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  commander  of  said  post 
reporting  that  said  officer  at  the  time  he  was  killed  was  considered  on  detached 
service.     (  See  case  of  Margaret  M.  Hoffman,  9  P.  D.,  277.) 

Assistant  Seo^etary  F,  L,  Campbell^  to  the  Commhshmcr  of  Pf-n^s^lfOiJ^ 

Augiist  11,  1900, 

Mary  Caroline  Ord,  as  guardian  of  Elise  Marsteller,  minor  child  of 
James  S.  Marsteller,  late  first  lieutenant  Company  B,  Twenty -fourth 
United  States  Infantry,  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
general  law  April  10,  1899,  alleging  the  death  of  the  soldier  October 
7,  1884,  in  service  and  line  of  duty,  from  accidental  gunshot  wound, 
and  the  death  of  his  widow  January  25,  1892. 

The  claim  was  rejected  July  18,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  soldier's 
death  did  not  occur  in  line  of  duty,  and  from  this  action  appeal  has 
been  entered  July  31,  1900,  assigning  the  same  as  error,  and  citing  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Margaret  M.  Hoflfman  (9  P.  D.,  227),  in  support 
of  the  contention  that  soldier's  death  was  in  line  of  duty. 

These  proceedings,  as  regards  the  basis  of  rejection  and  appeal,  are 
a  repetition  of  those  had  in  the  claim  of  the  widow  during  her  lifetime. 
She  filed  a  claim  February  17,  1885,  shortly  after  the  soldier's  death. 
The  rejection  of  that  claim  January  28, 1886,  was  affirmed  upon  appeal 
by  a  decision  rendered  November  28, 1888.  Upon  a  motion  for  recon- 
sideration, a  like  decision  overruling  such  motion  was  rendered  Jan- 
uary 24, 1893.  This  last  decision  embodied  (in  quotation)  the  first,  and 
likewise  contained  a  full  statement  of  all  material  evidence  from  the 
records  bearing  on  the  soldiers  service,  the  manner  of  his  death,  the 
proceedings  in  connection  therewith,  and  a  report  of  the  commanding 
officer  as  to  the  status  of  said  soldier  as  it  was  regarded  at  the  time  of 
death.  For  the  purposes  of  revision  this  last  decision  is  nerc  set  out 
in  full: 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Sir:  Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  which  accompanied  your  report  on  Novem- 
ber 15,  1892,  upon  the  motion  to  reconsider  the  former  decision  of  this  Department, 
in  which  the  action  of  your  Bureau  was  affirmed. 

Lieut.  James  Marsteller  served  in  the  Twenty-fourth  United  States  Infantry,  and 
was  killed  October  7,  1884,  by  the  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun  while  hunting. 

The  claimant  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  as  widow  Fel)ruary  17,  1885,  hut  the 
claim  was  rejected  by  direction  of  the  then  Commia*ioner,  who  held  "that  soldier 
was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  fatal  cause  of  death  was  incurred.     The  soldier  was  in 
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thi'  exercise  of  a  privile^*  and  not  engagtHl  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  incident  to 
his  M^rvice.     He  was  hunting  for  his  own  anuisenient  and  hence  at  his  own  risk." 

An  apjH^al  was  taken  Octnl)er  6,  188S,  ami  on  NovenilK^r  2S,  1H88,  the  rejection  was' 
atiiruu»d  by  a  decision  of  this  IVpartuient,  which  closes  with  the  foUowinjr: 

'*  The  only  que*«tion  involvtvl  in  this  case  is,  wliether  the  sol<lier  was  killed  in  the 
line  of  duty. 

*'  ThefacbJ  found  in  theevi<lence  are  wil^stantially  slu  follows:  That  the  soldier  had 
permission  from  Maj.  Charleys  C.  Rawn,  of  the  Twenty-fourth  Infantry,  commanding 
post  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  to  himt,  and  that  while  out  hunting  he  was  kille<i  OctoWr 
7,  1S84,  by  an  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun  alxmt  2  miles  east  of  said  fort 

"It  is  not  allege<i  that  the  hunting  in  which  the  soldier  was  engaged  at  the  time 
he  was  kilknl  was  necessary  to  provide  for  hims(»lf  or  his  command.  The  purpose 
for  which  he  was  al)sent  is  not  shown,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  appear  that 
the  lumting  was  for  the  soldier's  own  amusement  and  pleasure. 

"In  the  case  of  William  M.  Ammerman  (vol.  1,  Pension  Decisions,  p.  5),  it  i? 
held:  *The  cAuse  of  disability  or  of  death  giving  title  to  a  pension  mui?t  in  some 
measure  pertain  to  and  have  natural  and  logical  connection  with  the  military'  service 
and  line  of  duty  in  said  service*.* 

"In  view  of  this  decision  it  nmst  be  held  that  the  soldier  was  not  in  the  line  of 
duty  when  kille<i. 

"The  case  of  Fred  W,  Smith,  No.  143089,  page  274,  New  Digest,  and  the  various 
orders  isflue<i  by  the  Adjutant-General's  OflBce,  cited  by  the  appellant,  are  not  appli- 
cable to  the  facts  in  this  cast*. 

"The  action  of  your  office  in  reje<'ting  the  claim  is  therefore  affirmed." 

The  following  was  transmitte<l  from  the  War  Department,  under  date  of  March  23, 
18S.'): 

"James  8.  Marsteller  accepte<l  commission  as  second  lieutenant,  Twenty-fourth 
Infantry,  February  10,  1875,  and  was  promoted  first  lieut^iant  January  7,  1879. 

"He  is  reported  by  Maj.  Charles  C.  Rawn,  Twenty-fourth  Infantry,  commanding 
post  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  to  have  been  killed  Octol)er  7,  1S84,  by  an  accidental  dis- 
charge of  his  gun  while  out  hunting  about  2  miles  east  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.  Copy 
of  letter  inclosing  coi)y  of  finding  of  coroner's  jury  herewith. 

"The  reconls  of  this  office  furnish  no  further  information. 

**C.  W.  Keever, 
* *As8isUint  Adjutant' Getural. ' ' 


Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  OdolKT  S,  1884. 
To  the  An.ii*TANT-GEN'ERAL  U.  S.  Army,  Wnsliivfjinn,  D.  (\ 

Sir:  I  liave  the  honor  to  rejKirt  that  First  Lieut.  J.  S.  Marsteller,  Twenty-fourth 
Infantry,  was  killed  yesterday,  the  7th  instant,  by  an  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun, 
while  out  hunting  a])0ut  2  miles  east  of  this  post.  He  has  this  day  Wen  buried  in 
the  post  cemetery.  The  rendering  of  this  rei)ort  has  l)een  delayed  jHinding  action 
and  i-eiMjrt  of  coroner's  jury  in  the  case,  copy  of  which  is  inclo8e<l  herewith. 
His  widow  takes  possession  of  his  effects. 
Very  resi)ectfully,  your  olH'dient  servant, 

Cn.vs.  C.  Rawn, 
Major,  Tirmtij-Jourtlt  Iiifantnj^  Commandant  of  PosL 
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MoBEETiE,  Or/,  the  7  day,  1884. 
We  the  jury  find  that  the  deceaaed,  Lieut.  J.  L.  Marateller,  cauie  to  death  on  the 
7  day  of  Oct.,  1884,  by  an  accidental  discharge  of  his  gun  near  Mr.  Vanhom's 
pasture  east  of  the  town  of  Mobeetie,  Wheeler  County,  Texas. 

C.  M.  BOYNTON, 

Henry  Hamburg. 

J.  J.  Joyce. 

L.  B.  Anderson. 

J.  J.  Long. 

J.  R.  Richardson. 

J.  W.  Brewer,  J.  P. 
1,  J.  W.  Brewer,  hereby  certify  the  alwve  to  be  a  correct  copy  of  coroner's  inquest 
held  over  the  body  of  Lieut.  J.  L.  Marsteller,  in  Fort  Elliott,  on  the  7  day  of  Oct., 
1884. 

J.  W.  Brewer,  J.  P., 
I*rect.  No.  i,  Wheeler  Co.,  Texas. 


R.  C.  Newton,  assistant  surgeon,  in  a  letter  dated  March  4, 1885,  stated: 
I  hereby  certify  that  on  the  7th  of  October,  1884,  I  went  hunting  with  the  late 
First  Lieut.  J.  S.  Marsteller,  Twenty-fourth  Unite<l  States  Infantry.  That  we  had 
both  previously  obtained  permission  from  the  post  commander,  Maj.  C.  C.  Rawn, 
Twenty-fourth  United  States  Infantry.  That  no  ardent  spirits  had  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  been  drunk  by  either  one  of  us  on  the  day  referred  to.  That  Lieutenant 
Marsteller  was  not  under  the  influence  of  liquor  nor  any  drug  whatever,  and  that  his 
death  was  caused  by  an  entirely  unforeseen  accident,  for  which  neither  of  us  were  to 
l)lame,  and  that  in  my  opinion  Lieutenant  Marsteller' s  death  overtook  him  while  on 
duty  as  prescribed  by  the  regulations  and  orders  governing  the  Army. 

R.  C.  Newton, 
Assistant  burgeon,  United  States  Army. 
Under  date  of  June  9, 1885,  the  Assistant  Adjutant-General  transmitted  the  follow- 
ing letter: 

Fort  Klliott,  Tex.,  May  SI,  1885. 
Respectfully  returned. 

The  custom  at  this  post  is  to  send  out  hunting  parties  to  hunt  for  the  command, 
a.s  in  every  instance  some  part  of  the  garrison,  or  all  of  it  according  to  the  success  of 
the  hunt,  are  benefited  by  a  distribution  of  the  game.  All  i)arties  have  lx*en  con- 
Hidereil  as  on  detached  nervice.  Lieutenant  Marsteller  at  the  time  he  was  killed  was 
<*onsidered  on  detache<l  service,  although  there  was  none  other  than  a  verbal  order 
from  myself  for  said  service. 

On  AS.  C.  Raws, 
Major,  Tieeiity-fourth  Infantry,  Commanding. 

The  rejection  was  affinned  on  the  ground  as  stated  in  said  opinion  "that  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  hunting  in  which  the  soldier  was  engaged  at  the  time  he  was  killed 
wa«  necessary  to  provide  for  himst4f  or  his  command.  The  purpot*e  for  which  he 
was  absent  is  not  shown,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  appear  that  the  hunting 
was  for  the  soldier's  own  amusement  and  pleasure." 

The  case  has  been  carefully  examined,  and  it  appears  to  the  Department  that  tlie 
otficer  at  the  time  of  his  death  must  have  Ix^en  engaged  in  hunting  on  his  own 
accoxmt,  and  for  pleasure,  as  held  in  the  former  decision.  He  was  an  officer  and  not 
obliged  to  olx»y  an  order  to  perform  such  a  duty,  which  is  a  strong  circumstance  indi- 
cating that  he  was  not  at  the  time  in  tlie  line  of  duty.  The  motion  is  overruled  and 
the  former  decision  adhered  to. 

Very  respectfully,  Cyris  Bussev, 

Assista  n t  Siarta  n/. 
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Since  these  deeisions  were  rendered  the  question  involved  has  Ijeen 
presented  in  a  somewhat  different  light  in  other  ceases,  notably  that  of 
Margaret  M.  Hoffman  (1)  P.  D.,  227),  cited  in  the  appeal.  In  that  case 
the  facts  relating  to  the  manner  in  which  the  soldier  was  engaged  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  authority  for  being  so  engaged,  and  the 
immediate  cause  of  death  are  very  similar  to  those  recited  in  reference 
to  this  officer.  In  that  case  the  soldier  was  a  principal  musician.  In 
this  a  first  lieutenant.  In  ])oth  cases  the  permission  to  hunt  appeal's 
to  have  been  verbal  only,  from  the  superior  officer.  In  both  eases  the 
manner  of  death  was  investigated  and  found  to  be  accidental,  without 
fault  or  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  dc^ceased. 

In  these  and  some  other  respects  there  is  much  that  is  pai-allel  in  the 
two  claims,  and  upon  an  application  of  the  principles  on  which  the  Hoff- 
man case  was  decided  it  would  seem  that  this  minor's  claim  should 
have  been  admitted.  A  different  view  was  taken,  however,  and  the 
rejection  was  in  pursuance  of  instructions  from  the  First  Deputy 
Conunissioner  in  the  following  paper: 

Mr.  Dalton,  Chief  y  Board  of  Review: 

The  soldier,  accompanied  l)y  a  fellow-officer,  left  the  post  of  Fort  Elliott,  Tex.,  by 
peniiii?sion  to  go  out  hunting,  apparently  for  pleasure,  inOctolx?r,  1884,  and  waskilleil 
by  the  accidental  discharge  of  the  gun  he  had  borrowed.     This  is  from  the  re<*<ml. 

His  fellow-officer  and  companion,  As.st.  Surg.  R.  C.  Newton,  certifies  to  the  aci^i- 
dental  killing;  also  that  neither  of  them  had  drunk  ardent  spirits  that  day. 

The  question  presented  is:  Was  the  soldier  in  line  of  duty  when  killed? 

He  left  a  widow  and  one  minor.  The  former  filed  her  claim  for  pension  February 
17,  1885,  and  it  was  rejected  January  28,  1886,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier  was 
not  in  line  of  duty  when  killed. 

On  Noveratx^r  28,  1888,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  tlie  honorable  Secretary  of  tlie 
Interior  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau.  The  Se<*retary  sustained  the  Bureau 
by  affirming  the  rejection. 

On  January  13,  1892,  a  reconsideration  was  asked  ])y  the  attorney,  Charles  W. 
Tabler,  and  the  Secretary  on  January  24,  1893,  denied  tlie  motion  by  refusing  to 
reconsider. 

It  will  ]>e  seen  by  this  that  the  action  of  rejection  has  Ijeen  affirmed  by  two  Secre- 
taries under  different  Administrations. 

The  widow  died  January  25,  1899.  On  April  10,  1899,  the  minor,  then  19  years  of 
age,  filed  her  claim  through  Taber  &  Wliitman,  of  this  city. 

The  conditions  surrounding  the  present  claim  are  the  same  as  those  existing  at  the 
time  the  widow's  claim  was  rejected.  The  law  relative  to  line  of  duty  remains  the 
same. 

Personally  the  attorney  informs  me  that  the  claim  is  based  upon  the  decision  in 
the  claim  of  Margaret  ^I.  Hoffman,  widow  of  Oskar  Hoffman,  l>and.  Twenty-third 
United  States  Infantry,  original,  No.  625659.     (Vol.  9,  p.  227,  P.  D.) 

I  am  unwilling  to  concede  that  the  two  claims  are  analogous,  and  even  if  they 
were  that  the  decision  in  that  ccmtrols  the  adjudic^ition  of  this.  The  soldier,  in  the 
case  before  us,  was  a  commissioned  officer;  a  gun  was  not  a  part  of  his  equipment, 
and  it  w^as  not  essential  that  he  l)ecome  efficient  in  its  iu*e,  nor  w^aa  it  necessary  to 
provide  fresh  meat  for  the  commissary.     He  was  simply  out  on  a  pleasure  excursion, 
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and  afisume<l  all  the  risks  attendant  thereon.     He  was  no  more  in  line  of  duty  than 
if  killed  in  a  railroad  accident  en  route  to  a  picnic. 

It  has  been  held  on  numerous  occasions  ])y  the  Secretary  that  death  while  al)eent 
from  camp  on  pass  or  by  permit  was  not  in  line  of  duty.  It  is  alw)  held  that  a  private 
wounded  or  killed  by  the  accidental  discharge  of  a  pistol  in  his  own  hands  was  not 
in  line  of  duty,  for  the  reason  that  a  pistol  is  not  a  part  of  the  equipment  of  a  ])rivate 
soldier.  Shall  it  now  be  held  that  this  one  decision  overrules  all  others,  and  reopens 
all  claims,  where  conditions  were  in  any  manner  similar,  disix>sed  of  by  n^jection 
years  ago?  A  claim  rejected  after  all  the  facts  are  presented  should  remain  rejected. 
Kvery  claim,  when  line  of  duty  is  the  issue,  stands  or  falls  by  iti^elf. 

You  may  reject  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  killed. 

J.  L.  Davenport, 
First  Deputy  Commissioner. 

It  is  probably  noc  a  matter  of  much  importance,  but  I  fail  to  find  in 
the  record  any  statement  that  the  gun  used  by  this  officer  was  bor- 
rowed. It  was  shown  in  the  case  of  Hoffman  that  when  he  received 
permission  to  hunt  he  was  furnished  with  a  regulation  shotgun  for 
hunting  purposes,  and  other  equipments.  As  far  as  appears  in  the 
evidence  it  may  have  been  the  same  with  this  officer.  As  for  the 
.statement  that  because  this  soldier  was  a  commissioned  officer  a  gun 
was  not  a  part  of  his  equipment,  and  it  was  not  essential  that  he 
become  efficient  in  its  use,  the  same  might  be  stated  of  a  principal 
musician,  as  Hoffman  w^as;  and  yet  the  official  reports  in  the  latter's 
case,  and  the  decision,  recognized  his  right  to  use  a  gun  in  hunting,  just 
as  any  other  soldier  might  do. 

I  am  unwilling  to  subscribe  to  the  declaration  that  efficiency  in  the 
use  of  a  gun  is  not  essential  to  a  commissioned  officer.  He  is  gener- 
ally supposed  to  be  able  to  train  or  teach  as  well  as  command  private 
.soldiers,  and  should  be  himself  well  skilled  in  all  of  their  duties,  even 
to  the  handling  and  firing  of  a  gun.  Besides,  it  is  not  infrequent^ 
the  case  that  an  officer  might  use  a  gun  in  battle  to  good  effect,  and  in 
emergencies  might  find  proficiency  in  its  use  of  saving  benefit  to  him- 
.self  and  others.  More  than  this,  it  was  shown  in  the  decision  men- 
tioned that  the  Army  Regulations  provide  for  hunting  ])y  officers,  and 
require  its  encouragement  among  all  classes  of  soldiers,  partly  to  per- 
fect them  in  the  use  of  firearms  and  partly  to  supply  game  to  the  post 
or  camp. 

It  is  not  understood,  however,  that  this  suj)plying  of  game  is  on  the 
score  of  it  being ''  necessary  to  provide  fresh  meat  for  the  commissary/' 
as  the  above  instructions  intimate,  but  rather  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
variety  in  diet.  Moreover,  because  a  degree  of  pleasure  and  excite- 
ment attaches  to  this  hunting  of  game  is  not  believed  to  be  a  good 
reason  for  regarding  the  participant  as  less  free  to  indulge  in  the  pas- 
time or  more  chargeable  with  individual  and  nonofficial  responsibility. 
If,  as  indicated  by  the  statement  of  Major  Rawn,  this  officer  was  con- 
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sidered  as  on  detached  duty,  and  the  expectation  was  that  the  garrison 
would  be  benefited  ])v  the  distribution  of  game  in  the  event  of  the 
hunt  being  successful,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  different  situation 
from  that  of  going  to  a  picnic. 

Line  of  duty  being  the  point  to  be  determined,  this  report  of  the 
commanding  officer  goes  very  far  to  settle  the  matter,  becaase  it  is 
evident  that  in  giving  the  permission  to  hunt  he  not  only  regarded  the 
officers  as  continuing  in  the  status  of  official  duty,  but  could,  under 
paragraph  58  of  the  Army  Regulations,  require  an  official  report  of 
their  acts  and  movements.  Furthermore,  the  situation  of  these  offi- 
cers, in  their  relation  to  the  command  and  the  manner  of  employment, 
was,  as  already  intimated,  not  dissimilar  to  that  of  Principal  Musician 
Hoffman,  and  the  opinions  of  high  army  officers,  including  the  Sur- 
geon-General, the  Judge-Advocate-General,  the  Adjutant-General,  and 
the  Secretar}'  of  War,  in  the  latter's  case  would  seem  to  be.as  strong 
in  fixing  the  status  of  this  officer  as  they  were  regarded  in  the  former 
decision.  The  gist  of  the  matter  is  that  I  am  unable  to  see  the  marked 
difference  between  the  two  cases  indicated  by  the  instmctions  of  the 
deput}'  commissioner. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  enter  into  further  discussion  to  show  the 
distinction  between  the  manner  in  which  this  officer  was  engaged, 
although  enhanced,  as  such  occupation  is  supposed  to  be,  by  personal 
enjoyment,  and  that  of  one  absent  from  all  duty  and  official  restraint, 
for  purposes  of  private  business  or  pleasure  only,  as  when  on  a  fur- 
lough or  other  ordinary  leave  of  absence.  In  the  one  case  the  occu- 
pation is,  as  stated  in  the  Hoffman  decision,  a  quasi-military  duty,  per- 
formed not  far  from  the  camp  or  post,  and  usually  within  reach  of  a 
recall  or  other  order  from  the  superior  officer.  In  the  other  there  is 
a  disconnection  for  the  time  being  from  company  or  command,  and 
freedom  from  orders  or  obligations  of  a  military  nature. 

The  distinctions  and  definitions  in  the  learned  opinion  of  Attorney- 
Genei-al  Cushing,  quoted  largely  in  the  Hoffman  decision,  would  seem 
sufficient  to  fix  the  standard  by  which  these  matters  should  be  judged 
and  to  render  easier  the  task  of  differentiating  between  one  set  of  cir- 
cumstances and  another  in  determining  the  question  of  line  of  duty. 
It  was  stated  in  that  opinion  and  reiterated  in  the  decision  that  the 
particular  facts  in  each  case  must  govern  in  such  detennination.  In  a 
decision  in  the  case  of  William  R.  Johnson  (4  P.  D.,  167),  the  follow- 
ing language  was  used: 

Whether  a  poldier  wiw  a/ctiug  under  *'  military  authority  "  is  not  the  only  test  of 
hin  ])eiDg  within  the  Hne  of  duty;  but  the  purpof^e  for  which  the  authority  was  given, 
as  to  >x?ing  connected  with  his  military  duties  or  with  his  own  private  affairs,  and 
also  whether  the  authority  was  an  order  or  a  mere  pennit,  and  the  character  of  mil- 
itary duty  the  command  was  i>erforming  at  the  time  must  1x5  considered;  although 
if  that  which  he  was  only  permitted  to  do  was  in  line  of  good  military  discipline  and 
calculated  to  promote  the  interests  of  the  service,  he  would  still  be  in  line  of  duty. 
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Upon  the  basis  of  these  opinions  and  taking  all  the  facts  in  connec- 
tion with  this  officer's  death  into  consideration  I  am  forced  to  the  con- 
clusion that  he  was  in  the  same  relation  with  reference  to  his  military 
duties  as  Principal  Musician  Hoffman  and  that  this  case  must  be  decided 
as  was  the  other,  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

As  for  the  statements  of  the  deputy  commissioner  in  the  last  para- 
graph of  his  instructions  it  need  only  be  recalled  that  while  it  is  true 
there  have  been  many  decisions  that  held  that  death  during  absence 
from  camp  on  pass  or  by  permit  was  not  in  line  of  duty,  yet  there  have 
been  many  others  which  held  just  the  reverse.  Everything  depended, 
as  already  urged,  upon  whether  the  cause  of  disability  or  death  was  at 
all  an  act  of  military  duty.  Without  attempting  to  quote  these  deci- 
sions on  either  side  it  is  believed  sufficient,  to  sustain  the  conclusions  in 
this  case,  to  cite  the  following  cases:  Martha  G.  Burnham  (5  P.  D.,  o. 
8.,  102);  Zenas  Hamilton  (3  P.  D.,  3);  Wesley  C.  Gerard  (4  P.  D.,  51); 
Charles  Wilcox  (1  P.  D.,  11);  Florence  N.  Conie  (2  P.  D.,  58);  Heniy 
Newman  (8  P.  D.,  532). 

A  careful  reading  of  these  decisions  will  show  that  in  each  case  the 
acts  of  the  soldiers  had  some  sort  of  connection  with  their  military 
duty,  whereas  in  cases  like  those  mentioned  b>'  the  deputy  commis- 
sioner no  such  condition  existed.  Some  of  the  latter  cases  are  Roslinda 
McCabe  (5  L.  B.  P.,  273);  Robert  Newman  (6  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  228);  Ben- 
jamin F.  Worrell  (6  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  309);  Benjamin  W.  Seaman  (9  P.  D., 
o.  s.,  8);  John  Pruitt  (9  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  295);  William  H.  Cummings  (1  P. 
D.,  351);  John  Gant  (1  P.  D.,  118),  etal. 

Neither  the  decision  in  the  Hoffman  case  nor  this  one  is  intended 
'*to  overrule  all  others  and  reopen  all  claims  where  conditions  were 
in  any  manner  similar  disposed  of  by  rejection  years  ago."  But,  if 
in  such  a  case  the  facts  show  disability  or  death  intimatelj'  connected 
with  the  military  service  and  erroneous  judgment  has  been  rendered 
as  to  line  of  duty,  there  is  no  reavson  why  it  may  not,  in  the  interest 
of  justice  and  a  fair  administration  of  the  law,  be  reopened  and  the 
action  overruled,  no  matter  how  many  years  the  error  had  existed.  1 
am  free  to  recognize  the  propriety  of  allowing  rejected  claims  to  stand 
so  when  there  is  simply  a  matter  of  judgment  upon  undisputed  facts 
involved  and  there  has  been  no  change  in  the  law  or  its  construction. 

In  this  case,  however,  I  believe  the  judgment  was  erroneous  in  the 
widow's  claim,  and  since  the  facts  place  the  case  so  nearly  on  a  paral- 
lel with  the  Hoffman  case  I  can  not  see  how  the  said  judgment  can 
be  consistently  allowed  to  stand.  The  action  in  the  minor's  claim  is 
accordingly  reversed  and  the  papers  are  returned  for  the  purpose  of 
having  a  readjudication  upon  the  line  herein  suggested. 
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death  c'ause-c'ombixed  causes. 
Mary  E.  Dolan  (widow). 
Minor  of  Harla  Dolan. 

Soldier's  death  from  quick  consumption,  following  an  attack  of  pneumonia,  can  not 
l^e  accei)ted  a«  due  to  chronic  diarrhea  of  nervice  orijjin,  said  diarrhea  not  being 
an  important  controllinj?  factor  in  nor  so  complicateil  with  said  death  cause  that 
its  influence  can  not  In*  separated  therefrom. 

Af<'Sfsta?it  Sea^etary  F,  L,  Camphell  to  the  CoituniHsioiier  of  l\-7isions. 

August  18,  1900. 

Mary  E.,  as  widow  of  Ilarla  Dolan,  formorly  a  private  in  Company 
A,  Fifth  Iowa  Voluntoei  Infantry,  filed  her  application  (No.  354:719) 
for  pension  under  the  general  law  on  May  12,  1887,  which  claim  wa:s 
rejected  on  Ma}'  16,  18i)6,  on  the  ground  that  soldiers  death  was  not 
due  to  the  service. 

The  same  person,  as  guardian  of  Onie  Agnes,  minor  child  of  above- 
named  soldier,  filed  her  application  (No.  426889)  under  the  same  law 
on  July  26,  1895,  claim  being  rejected  May  16,  1896,  for  same  reasons 
as  stated  a]x)ve.  Appeals  were  tiled  in  both  cases  on  May  31,  189S, 
and  the  issue  and  facts  being  the  same  the  cases  will  be  consolidated. 

It  appears  that  soldier  died  on  September  22,  1881.  He  contracted 
pneumonia  (date  not  given).  The  same  was  followed  by  what  is  termed 
''galloping  consumption,"  which  last-mentioned  disease  caused  death. 

The  attending  physician,  after  swearing  positively  that  soldier  died 
of  chronic  diarrhea,  admitted,  after  much  endeavor  on  the  part  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  get  the  exact  truth  from  him,  that  soldier 
did  not  die  by  reason  of  chronic  diarrhea,  but  that  he  died  as  stated  in 
the  preceding  paragraph.  Said  physician  does  state  that  soldier's 
''powers  of  resistance  were  reduced  to  a  minimum,"  by  reason  of  which 
he  concludes  that  chronic  diarrhea  was  a  "  remote  cause"  of  death. 

Even  if  it  were  admitted  (which  it  is  not)  that  chronic  diarrhea,  for 
which  soldier  was  pensioned  at  ^  per  month,  was  a  remote  cause  for 
death,  it  would  be  no  reason  for  concluding  that  soldier  died  of  dis- 
ease contracted  in  the  service.  Cases  of  this  character  are  often  before 
the  Department,  and  it  is  frequently  argued  that  if  a  disability  or  dis- 
ease accepted  as  of  service  origin  is  present  at  death,  such  disease  or 
disability  nuist  ])e  held  accountiible  for  the  death.  Such  an  argument, 
however,  is  fallacious  and  will  not  bear  careful  scrutiny. 

The  cause  of  dc^ath  in  a  widow's  claim  under  the  general  law  must 
be  traced  directly  to  the  service.  One  may  be  afilicted  at  death  with  a 
great  number  of  disabilities,  a  larger  portion  of  which  may  be  due  to 
the  service,  and  yet  nuu'  die  of  something  totally  unconnected  with  the 
service.  ^  ,   * 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  soldier  contractexl^^VQfiifenia: 
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and  the  first  question  is,  Did  the  chronic  diarrhea  have  anything  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  contracting  of  said  disease?  The  answer  is  clearly 
in  the  negative.  The  pneumonia  developed  a  ease  of  quick  consump- 
tion, and  the  question  then  arises,  Did  chronic  diarrhea  have  anything 
to  do  with  such  development?  The  answer  is  again  in  the  negative. 
It  is  diflScult,  then,  to  understand  how  chronic  diarrhea  wa.s  in  any 
way  a  factor  in  the  death  of  soldier.  Under  the  evidence  in  the  case 
it  played  no  part,  for  the  statement  of  the  physician,  quoted  above, 
amounts  to  nothing  but  a  belief,  without  any  grounds  shown  for  such 
a  belief.  As  to  the  cause  which  produces  a  certain  effect,  the  law^ 
looks  to  the  proximate  and  not  to  the  remote,  casual,  or  incidental 
cause.  It  is  sometimes  diflScult  to  diuw  a  distinct  line  between  a  prox- 
imate and  casual  cause;  but  it  may  safely  be  said  that  the  cause  of 
death  must  have  originated,  primarily,  in  the  service.  In  other  words, 
and  with  more  paiticularity,  an  unbroken  connection  must  be  shown 
between  the  disability  originating  in  the  service  and  the  cause  of 
death,  such  disability  being  the  real  and  controlling  factor  which 
induces  the  fatal  disease. 

The  cases  of  Mary  A.  Cox  (3  P.  D.,  313)  and  Napoleon  B.  Ti-ask 
(9  P.  D.,  113)  are  often  quoted  by  attorneys  and  claimants  in  cases 
similar  to  the  one  under  consideration,  the  Tmsk  case  being  cited  by 
the  attorney  herein.  A  careful  examination  of  these  two  cases  fails 
to  disclose  anything  in  conflict  with  the  views  herein  expressed.  It 
may  also  be  said  that  both  quoted  cases  are  very  frequenth'  misin- 
terpreted by  claimants.  The  principles  enunciated  in  both  the  Cox 
and  Tra^k  cases  may  be  stated  as  follows,  being  easily  summed  up 
under  two  conclusions: 

First.  When  it  is  shown  that  a  disability  of  serv^ic^e  origin  was  an 
important  controlling  factor  in  the  cause  of  death,  as  well  as  being 
so  complicated  with  other  causes  that  its  influence  can  not  be  sepa- 
rated from  the  other  causes,  or  the  precise  degree  of  materialness  of 
each  factor  in  death  is  not  susceptible  of  determination,  then  the 
disability  of  service  origin  may  be  legally  accepted  as  the  cause  of 
death. 

Second.  When  it  Ls  shown  that  a  disability  of  seiTice  origin  was  a 
predisposing  factor  in  the  death  cause,  although  so  connected  with 
other  obscure  causes  that  the  particular  or  specific  contribution  of 
each  disease  in  the  actual  cause  of  death  is  not  determinable  from  a 
medical  standpoint,  then  such  disability  may  be  accepted  a.s  the  cause 
of  death,  provided  the  evidence  show\s  that  the  service  disability  was 
so  great  a  contributing  factor  that  but  for  such  service  disability  death 
would  not  have  ensued. 

Following  the  decisions  in  the  Cox  and  Trask  cases  as  herein  con- 
strued, it  is  clear  that  soldier's  death,  in  this  C44se,  was  not  due  to  the 

service.  r^r\r\n]t:> 
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disloyalty-section  4t16  of  the  revised  stattrtes. 

Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey. 

Claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  An(iers»onville,  Ga.,  having  enlisteii  in  the  Con- 
fe<ierate  service  in  February,  lS(i5,  ia  l>arre<i  from  jx^nsion  by  reai»on  of  the 
provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Keviseil  Statutes,  notwithstanding  his  allegati«m 
(imcorrolx) rated)  that  his  enlistment  was  merely  a  subterfuge  to  enable  him  to 
escape  to  the  Tnion  lines,  which  he  did  in  April,  1865,  it  l)eing  held  that  said 
enlistment  and  service  wasj  voluntary.     (Milo  B.  Ousterhout,  7  P.  D.,  270.) 

As-'ii'itant  Srcrctari/  K  L.   Camphell  to  the  Commoii<!o7ur  of  Ptnaiom, 

Awjmt  18,  1900. 

This  soldier  was  formerly  pensioned  under  the  act  of  eTuly  14,  1862, 
at  the  rate  of  $4  per  month,  for  chronic  diarrhea,  disease  of  the  mouth 
resulting  from  scurv>%  and  injury  of  the  back.  In  November,  189t), 
his  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
voluntarily  served  in  the  Confederate  army  and  payment  of  pension 
to  him  was  therefore  inhibited  by  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
Your  Bureau  having  declined  to  consider  an  application  for  restora- 
tion filed  November  22,  1897,  an  appeal  wiis  filed  on  June  6,  1898,  the 
contention  of  which  is  that  the  claimant's  enlistment  in  the  C^onfederate 
army,  while  a  prisoner  of  war,  wiis  only  a  subterfuge  to  afford  him  an 
opportunity  to  retui'n  to  the  Union  Army,  which  he  did  in  a  very 
short  time,  and  that  it  should  not  be  regarded  as  an  act  aiding  and 
a])etting  the  rebellion  within  the  meaning  of  section  4716,  Revised 
Statutes. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  claimant  enlisted 
as  a  private  in  Company  E,  Seventy-second  Ohio  Infantry,  on  the  10th 
day  of  Noveml)er,  1801;  reenlisted  as  a  vetemn  December  23,  1863: 
was  taken  prisoner  at  Ripley,  Miss.,  June  11, 1864;  was  transferred  to 
Captain  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at 
Andersonville,  Ga.,  February  28,  1865;  escaped  from  Savannah,  Ga., 
April  3-9,  18*)5;  was  sent  to  Annapolis,  Md.,  and  from  there  to  Camp 
Chase,  when*  he  reported  on  May  9,  1865,  and  was  mustered  out  June 
24,  18()5. 

The  record,  *' Escaped  from  Savannah,  Ga.,  April  3-9,  1865,''  prob 
ably  means  that  he  reached  the  Union  lines  at  that  place  between 
April  3  and  9,  1865.     lie  says  he  made  his  escape  at  Macon,  Gti. 

It  is  not  denied  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army,  or  that  he 
performed  service  therein  between  the  date  of  his  enlistment  and  the 
date  of  his  escape. 

In  the  case  of  Milo  B.  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270)  the  Department, 
after  careful  consideration  and  an  examination  of  all  previous  decisions 
on  the  subject,  held: 

1.  That  enlistments  in  the  Confederate  army  will  be  presumed  to  have  been 
voluntary  until  the  contrary  is  satisfactorily  Hhown. 
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2.  That  such  enli^tinent  and  service  in  the  Confederate  army  is  such  a  voluntary 
aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States  as,  under 
section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  will  bar  title  to  jiension. 

3.  That  where  such  enlistment  and  service  in  the  Confederate  army  it*  sought  to 
be  palliated  or  excusetl  on  the  ground  of  (iuress,  that  the  same  was  not  voluntary,  or 
that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  escape  from  imprisonment  by  the  so-called  Confederacy, 
the  presumption  of  voluntarily  aiding  and  al)etting  the  rebellion  can  only  be  over- 
come by  the  most  jx>sitive,  direct,  and  satisfactory  evidence,  and  the  uncorrol)orated 
testimony  of  a  claimant  will  not  \)e  accepted  to  overcome  such  presumption. 

4.  That  the  fact  that  a  soldier  of  the  United  States  Army  was  conline<l  a*«  a  jiris- 
oner  of  war  in  a  Confederate  military  prison  is  no  excuse  for  enlisting  or  serving  in 
the  Confederate  army. 

These  views  are  still  adhered  to  hy  the  Department.  It  is  contended 
in  the  appeal  that  a  different  principle  was  enunciated  in  the  cases  of 
James  H.  Rainey  (8  P.  D.,  77)  and  George  L.  Henry  (lb.,  422),  and 
that  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases  this  claimant  is  not  within 
the  prohibition  of  section  471H,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  case  of  Rainey  (in  which  the  material  facts  and  averments 
were  very  similar  to  those  in  the  case  now  under  considemtion)  the 
Department  used  the  following  language: 

The  claimant  did  not  return  to  his  company  until  April  18,  1865.  At  that  time 
hostilities  were  practically  over.  It  is  not  shown  where  he  was,  or  how  he  was 
engage<i,  from  the  28th  day  of  February,  1865,  when  he  was  transferred  to  the  rel>ei 
recruiting  officer,  until  the  18th  of  Ajjril,  1865,  when  he  returned  to  his  company. 
The  i)resumption  from  his  act  is  that  he  intended  to  aid  and  al)et  the  rel>ellion,  and 
it  will  require  very  positive  evidence  to  show  to  the  contrary.  His  intentions  may 
be  inferre<i  from  statements  made  by  him  at  the  time  and  from  his  subsequent  con- 
duct up  to  the  time  he  joined  his  company.  If  the  claim  is  further  prosecuted  evi- 
dence on  these  points  must  be  produced.  As  the  case  now  stands,  the  action  of  your 
offtce  rejecrting  the  same  is  affirmed,  on  tlie  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence 
to  show  that  claimant  contracted  the  (Usability  allege<l  in  the  line  of  duty,  and  for 
the  further  reason  that  the  evidence  tends  to  show  that  he  voluntarily  aided  and 
abetted  the  rebellion. 

This  decision  was  strictly  in  line  with  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Ousterhout.  The  case  of  George  L.  Henry  presented  a  very  different 
slate  of  facts.  Henry  swore  that  he  never  joined  any  company  or 
regiment,  never  took  the  oath  of  allegiance,  bore  anus,  or  did  any 
duty  whatever  in  the  Confederate  service;  that  while  in  prison  at 
Salisbury,  N.  C,  he  offered  to  enlist,  thinking  he  might  thus  gain  an 
opportunity  to  escape,  but  subsequently  finding  there  was  no  chance 
of  escape,  withdrew  his  offer  and  was  put  back  into  prison  and  kept 
there  until  paroled.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  failed  to 
show  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  service  but  did  show  that  he 
was  paroled  as  a  prisoner  of  war  on  February  2G,  1865. 

In  the  ca«e  now  under  consideration  there  is  no  evidence  corrobo- 
rating the  claimant's  statement  as  to  his  pui-pose  in  joining  the  Con- 
federate army  except  the  fact  of  his  voluntiiry  return  to  the  Union 
lines  in  April,  1865.  He  does  not  appear  to  have  convinced  the  comj 
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rades  whom  he  h^ft  Iwhind  in  prison  at  Andorsonville  that  his  purpose 
was  laudable  or  patriotic,  for  he  says  that  when  he  subsequently  met 
them  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  some  of  them  would  not  speak  to  him.  A< 
the  ease  now  stands,  1  can  see  no  good  reason  for  disturbing  the  action 
of  your  Bureau,  and  the  same  is,  therefore,  affirmed.  . 


MABRIAGE  AND  DIVORCE-EVIDENCE-PRESUMPTIOX. 

Louisa  C.  Germain  (moow). 

Soldier  married  Martha  Pinkney  in  1841  and  they  lived  together  as  husband  and 
wife  until  a  nhort  time  l)efore  the  civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her.  He 
marrie<l  claimant  in  June,  1871,  and  also  had  a  yecond  marriage  ceremony  j>cr- 
formed  in  1888. 

Martha,  the  firrt  wife,  die<l  June  22,  1897,  and  the  soldier  died  November  30,  ISv^T. 
No  evidence  of  a  divorce  between  soldier  and  his  first  wife,  Martha,  is  ^howii, 
but  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  is,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  ct>ntrar> . 
that  said  soldier  had  \>een  divort»eil  from  his  first  wife  at  the  time  of  his  hi-cihi'I 
marriage  to  claimant,  ((-iting  Jennette  Burton,  9  P.  D.,  31;  Hull  r.  Rawles,  '2*'* 
Miss.,  471;  Holmes  r.  Holmes,  6  La.,  4Hi^;  Blanchard  r.  I^ml^ert  et  al.,  43  Io%%;i, 
228;  Carroll  v.  Carroll  et  al.,  20  Texa**,  731,  and  Patterson  r.  Gaines,  6  Howaivl 
550.) 

AHsl^tant  Secretary  F,  i.  Campbell  t4>  the  C</tnmlmoner  of  /^r«,«f /////.<, 

tSepteinhr  U,  1900. 

Charles  Germain  was  in  the  naval  service  of  the  United  States  froili 
May  17  to  June  4,  1861,  and  from  August  25, 1861,  to  June  25,  186H, 
It  appears  that  he  was  acting  master  of  the  United  States  steamer 
C'mclnnati^  and  that  he  died  on  November  30,  1897. 

On  December  23,  1897,  Louisa  C.  Germain,  as  his  widow,  filed  a 
declaration  for  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law  and  on  January 
22,  1898,  she  also  filed  a  claim  for  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  d(\signated  by  certificate  No.  13,681.  Both  clauiia 
were  rejected  on  S(*pteniber  19,  1899,  upon  the  ground  that  claimant 
was  not  shown  to  be  the  widow  of  the  sailor,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared 
from  the  evidence  that  he  had  a  lawful  wife  living  and  undivorced  at 
the  time  of  his  marriage  to  the  claimant.  / 

Upon  appeal  being  taken  from  this  action  the  same  was  affirmed  on 
January  20,  1900.  The  syllabus  of  the  opinion  affirming  the  action 
of  rejection  is  as  follows: 

The  evidence  showH  that  at  the  time  of  Haimant's  marriage  to  the  sailor  he  hail  a 
lawful  wife  living  and  undivorccnl,  so  that  the  marriage  was  void  ab  initio.  Thus  i:* 
not  only  the  general  rule  of  law,  but  is  in  acooni  with  the  deiuaions  of  the  court:?, 
especially  in  T^^uiHiana  and  Mississippi,  where  these  jmrties  lived.  And  there  is  ni> 
evidence  to  show  that  a  new  contract  of  marriage  or  other  form  of  consent  wsu? 
entered  into  after  the  n*movalof  the  imptHliment,  that  is,  the  death  of  the  firpt^i/ts 
which  was  five  months  iHjfort*  sailor' e<  deutli.  Marriage  can  not  be  presumetl,  and 
rejection  of  claim  was  projKjr.  ^.-^  , 
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During  the  month  of  April,  1900,  claimant  filed  additional  evidence 
as  a  basis  for  reopening  her  claim,  which,  upon  being  considered,  was, 
on  June  16,  1900,  held  to  be  insufficient  to  warrant  any  change  of 
action. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  June  19,  1900, 
resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  evidence  on  file  shows  that  she  is 
the  widow  of  the  sailor,  and  especially  that  the  evidence  authorizes 
the  contention  that  a  common-law  marriage  arose  under  the  laws  of 
Mississippi,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  her  marriage  with 
the  sailor,  by  the  death  of  the  first  wife,  if  there  was  any  prior  mar- 
riage. In  a  supplemental  appeal  filed  on  June  23,  1900,  it  is  also  con- 
tended that  the  sailor  had  no  living  wife  at  the  time  he  married  the 
claimant. 

In  order  to  intelligently  consider  the  issues  presented  by  the  appeal 
it  will  be  necessary  to  recite  the  material  facts  disclosed  by  the  record 
and  the  evidence  in  the  ca«e.  The  sailor,  it  appears,  was  pensioned 
under  the  general  law  from  May  6, 1890,  at  the  rate  of  $20  per  month, 
by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  a  shell  wound  of  the  left 
thigh  and  malarial  poisoning;  and,  according  to  the  certificate  of  the 
health  officer  of  Lauderdale  County,  Mississippi,  he  died  on  Novem- 
ber 30.  1897,  "  from  cardiac  failure  superinduced  by  an  overloaded 
stomach,  which  was  diseased  with  catarrh  of  long  standing." 

From  the  statement  of  the  claimant  to  the  special  examiner  it 
appears  that  she  was  born  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  and  from  there 
removed  with  her  parents  to  Mississippi;  that  her  parents  died  when  she 
wa«  quite  young,  and  subsequently  she  resided  in  various  portions  of 
the  last-mentioned  State  and  in  Alabama.  She  made  the  acquantance 
of  the  sailor  in  Mobile  in  the  spring  of  1871,  who  was  at  that  time  a 
steamboat  man,  and  had  come  from  New  Orleans  for  the  purpose  of 
inspecting  some  vessels.  Appellant  says  that  she  married  him  in  the 
city  of  New  Orleans  on  June  20,  1871,  and  that  there  were  two  wit- 
nesses to  the  marriage,  a  Mr.  Elsmore  and  another  gentleman  whose 
name  she  has  forgotten;  that  both  of  those  witnesses  are  dead.  The 
claimant  also  states  that  she  and  her  husband  had  a  i^econd  marriage 
ceremony  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  on  December  4, 1888.-  Concern- 
ing this  second  marriage,  the  claimant  said: 

The  only  reason  for  that  ceremony  was  to  make  it  easy  for  me  in  my  pension 
claim,  and  it  was  done  at  sailor's  suggestion,  >)ecause  he  said  he  had  lost  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  first  marriage  and  had  never  had  it  recorded,  and  he  did  not  want  me  to 
have  trouble  proving  a  marriage  aft^r  his  death. 

In  her  statement  the  claimant  further  said: 

That  was  a  secret  marriage;  we  did  not  want  it  known  because  we  feared  it  would 
make  a  talk,  and  I  did  not  know  what  people  might  say. 

There  is  a  record  of  this  second  marriage  in  proper  shape  on  file  in 
the  record  of  the  case.     It  is  also  abundantly  shown  that  the  claimant 
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and  sailor  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  near  Meridian,  Miss.,  from 
1871  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1807,  and  that  they  were  always 
regarded  and  believed  to  be  man  and  wife  by  their  neighbors  and 
friends. 

It  appears  also  that  the  present  Congress  under  a  special  act,  approved 
on  May  20, 1900,  has  authorized  and  directed  the  Secretary'  of  the  Inte- 
rior to  place  the  claimant's  name  upon  the  pension  roll  at  the  rate  of 
^20  per  month. 

There  is  some  testimony  to  the  •effect  that  the  sailor  lived  with  a 
woman  by  the  name  of  Bryant  as  man  and  wife  some  time  after  the 
termination  of  his  sciTice.  It  is  immaterial,  however,  what  his  rela- 
tions with  that  woman  were,  as  she  died  in  1866  or  1867,  prior  to  his 
marriage  to  the  claimant. 

The  claimant's  pending  applications  were  denied  because  it  was 
inferred  from  the  evidence  that  the  sailor  was  married  to  Martha 
Pinkney  in  the  State  of  New  York  in  1841;  that  he  lived  with  said 
wife,  six  children  being  born  to  them,  until  a  short  time  before  the 
civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her;  that  said  wife  was  living  and 
not  divorced  from  him  in  1871  and  in  1888,  and  that  she  died  in  June, 
1897,  about  five  months  before  the  death  of  the  sailor. 

The  issues  raised  by  the  appeal  under  the  above-stated  facts  are 
threefold:  First,  it  is  contended  that  there  is  not  suflBcient  proof  on 
file  to  show  that  sailor  married  Martha  Pinckney  in  1841  or  at  any 
other  time.  Second,  that  if  such  first  marriage  is  shown  to  have 
occurred,  then  the  law  presumes  in  favor  of  both  marriages,  and  in 
support  of  the  sex^ond  marriage  carries  the  presumption  that  the  first 
was  legally  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce.  Third,  that  after  the 
removal  of  the  impediment  by  the  death  of  the  first  wife  a  comnion- 
law  marriage  arose  in  legal  contemplation. 

In  this  connection  it  is  pertinent  to  inquire  into  the  evidence  relating 
to  the  first  marriage.  A  special  examination  was  conducted  in  the 
month  of  July,  1899,  at  which  time  four  witnesses  were  examined. 

Carrie  G.  Childe  appeared  before  the  special  examiner  as  a  witness. 
She  stated  that  she  was  42  years  of  age,  and  that  the  sailor  was  her 
uncle.  The  witness  said,  substantially,  that  the  sailor  married  Martha 
Pinkney,  but  she  did  not  know  when,  and  that  she  had  been  informed 
that  they  separated  before  the  war;  that  she  knows  ''there  never  was 
any  legal  separation;"  that  after  the  separation  of  husband  and  wife 
the  latter  lived  at  various  places  and  died  at  the  home  of  her  daughter: 
that  there  were  five  children  born  of  said  marriage. 

Julia  A.  Germain,  aged  82,  appeared  as  a  witness  before  the  special 
examiner.     Among  other  things  the  witness  said: 

I  am  the  eister  of  the  late  Charles  Gennain.  He  married  for  the  first  time  Martha 
Pinkney,  at  Little  Neck,  Long  Island,  New  York.  I  can  not  state  when  it  was,  but 
I  have  a  record  of  it  in  an  old  Bible,  which  I  now  show  you. 
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To  this  the  special  examiner  adds  the  following: 

I  have  examined  same,  and  I  have  taken  an  exact  copy.  Charles  Grermain  was 
married  to  Martha  B.  Pinkney  January  14,  1841.  The  Bible  was  issued  at  Coopers- 
town,  N.  Y.,  1827,  by  H.  &  E.  Phinney,  publishere,  and  the  entry  of  marriage 
indicates  that  it  was  written  a  great  many  years  ago. 

The  witness  added  that  there  were  six  children,  the  issue  of  said 
marriage;  that  said  parties  lived  together  until  about  the  time,  the 
youngest  child  died,  when,  on  account  of  "some  unpleasantness," 
they  separated.     The  witness  further  said: 

I  am  positive  that  his  wife  never  obtained  any  divorce  from  him,  and  I  never 
heard  that  he  obtained  a  divorce  from  her. 

The  witness  also  says  that  she  was  at  the  wedding  above  mentioned. 

The  next  witness  before  the  special  examiner  was  Charles  Germain, 
the  son  of  the  sailor;  age,  51  ^'ears.  Among  other  things  the  witness 
said: 

I  am  the  son  of  the  late  Charles  Germain.  My  mother's  name  was  Martha  B. ; 
maiden  name  was  Pinkney.  My  father  was  in  the  Navy;  do  not  know  his  service. 
^ly  parents  separated  before  he  went  into  the  Navy;  after  he  came  out  of  the  Navy 
he  came  home  once  anci  wanted  his  family  to  take  him  bac'k;  we  would  not  do  so; 
he  went  away,  and  I  have  not  seen  him  since.  I  think  this  was  in  or  about  1871. 
After  he  left  my  mother  made  her  home  with  me  at  Great  Neck  and  Roslyn,  Owens 
County,  N.  Y.,  up  to  1882.  I  tiiink  I  was  about  8  years  old  when  he  left  my  mother, 
which  would  make  it  about  1856  or  1857.  After  my  mother  left  me  she  went  to  live 
with  my  sister  Emma,  now  Mrs.  Rodgers,  *  *  *  and  she  lived  with  her  in  New 
York  City,  N.  Y.,  from  1882  until  her  death,  June  22,  1897.  I  am  positive  that  my 
mother  was  never  divorced  from  my  father,  and  I  never  knew  or  heard  of  my 
mother  receiving  any  notice  of  divorce. 

Mrs.  Mar}'  E.  Rodgers  added  nothing  material  to  the  testimony  of 
her  brother.  She  also  said:  '*•!  am  positive  that  my  mother  was  never 
divorced  from  my  father,"  and  ''I  never  knew  my  mother  to  get  any 
notice  of  any  divorce  proceedings  on  the  part  of  my  father.  1  am 
perfectly  satisfied  that  no  divorce  was  ever  granted." 

It  appears  also  that  a  search  was  made  among  the  records  of  the 
courts  of  Owens  County  and  the  city  of  New  York  to  ascertain  if  any 
divorce  proceedings  had  been  instituted  by  the  sailor  against  the  first 
wife  during  the  period  intervening  between  1871  and  1888,  and  no 
such  proceedings  were  found. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  above  recited  it  has  been  assumed  as  a 
proven  fact  that  the  sailor  not  only  had  a  living  wife  at  the  time  of 
his  marriage  to  the  claimant,  but  that  it  has  also  been  positively  shown 
that  there  was  no  divorce  from  said  first  wife.  It  will  be  observed 
that  there  is  only  one  witness  to  the  first  marriage,  and  no  witness  has 
positively  testified  or  could  know  that  the  sailor  did  not  obtain  a 
divorce  from  the  first  wife.  As  to  the  conduct  of  the  sailor  in  that 
respect,  the  testimony  is  limited  to  statements  that  the  witnesses  had 
not  known  or  heard  of  any  divorce  proceeding  instituted  by  him. 
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This  testimony  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  a  declaration  on  the 
part  of  the  witnesfses  that  they  did  not  know  whether  the  sailor  had 
obtained  a  divoree  from  his  first  wife  or  not.  This  is  necessarily  the 
effect  of  the  testimon}^  for  the  reason  that  the  sailor  may  have  insti- 
tuted suit  in  some  other  State,  in  which  notice  may  have  been  served 
by  publication.  Besides,  it  certainly  is  not  shown  that  the  first  wife 
did  not  at  any  time  receive  notice  of  divorce  proceedings  on  the  part 
of  the  sailor. 

The  record  of  the  case  being  silent,  therefore,  in  respect  to  divorce, 
it  is  pertinent  to  inquire  what  the  law  determines  in  such  cases.  It 
may  be  assumed  as  a  principle  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that 
the  presumption  of  innocence  and  legality  obtains  as  to  all  proven 
marriages,  and  that,  in  cases  where  one  party  has  been  shown  to  have 
married  twice,  the  presumption  of  the  validity  of  both  marriages 
obtains  until  the  contrary  is  shown  l)y  competent  proof.  Where  a 
second  marriage  is  shown  the  legal  presumption  at  once  arises  that 
the  fii-st  marriage  had  ])een  dissolved  either  by  death  or  divorce  at  the 
time  the  second  was  contracted. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  no  proof,  other  than  the  stateme:  t  of  the 
claimant,  that  she  was  married  in  New  Orleans  in  1871,  but  it  is 
abundantly  shown  that  from  that  year  she  lived  with  the  siiilor  as  hi> 
wife  near  Meridian,  Miss.,  until  his  death  in  181)7,  and  that  the  jmrties 
represented  themselves  to  be  man  and  wife  and  were  so  regarded  by 
the  people  of  the  neighborhood.  This  is  sufficient  in  law  to  raise  the 
legal  presumption  that  a  marriage  ceremony  had  been  performed.  It 
is  also  shown  ])y  record  evidence  that  they  were  married  in  1888.  It 
does  not  devolve  upon  the  claimant  in  this  case  to  show  that  any  former 
marriage  of  the  sailor  had  been  dissolved  by  death  or  divorce,  Imt  her 
marriage  is  presumed  to  ])e  legal  until  it  i^  shown  l)y  competent  proof 
that  his  former  marriage  has  not  been  so  dissolved. 

This  principle  is  recognized  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  ^lon- 
nette  Burton  (9  P.  1).,  31),  wherein  it  is  announced  that  - 

The  Imnleii  of  proof  againnt  tlie  validity  of  the  cereiiHUiial  iiiarriajre  <l«»ef«  not  rest 
iilKm  the  \vi«iow,  })iit  upon  tlie  parties  who  attack  the  vali(iity  of  siicli  ceremonial 
niarriag:e,  and  the  prenumption  of  law  favorn  innocence  of  the  latter  niarriatre  until 
the  i'ontrary  in  i>rove<l. 

In  support  of  the  al)ove-stated  princij)le  the  t'ase  of  Hull  /*.  Rawlo 
(2()  Miss.,  471)  is  cited,  a  case  from  the  Stixte  in  which  these  j^arties 
resided,  and  which  is  exactly  in  point.     It  is  thei-ein  held  as  follows: 

The  fact  that  the  deceast^i  wiu<  living;  in  1S44  with  a  woman  believed  to  l)e  his*  wife  i." 
no  evidence  that  nhe  wa^s  living  on  the  (ith  of  I)ecem}>er,  1S4S  (date  of  second  mar- 
riage). Thip  marriage  havinjr  Invn  solemnized  according  to  the  fonns  of  law,  every 
presumption  unist  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  validity.  Tlie  statement  of  Rawle? 
(made  after  his  second  marriage)  that  his  first  wife  was  then  living  in  (nH>i^ia,  while 
it  could  have  been  used  as  evidence  against  him  in  a  projH'r  pn»ceeding  in  which  he 
>vaa  directly  interested  or  couUl  Ih»  affiH*te<i,  can  not  be  used  to  the  prejudice  of  the 

L^iQitized  by  V3  ^  ^^  v  ,l^ 


DECISIONS    KELATINQ    TO    PENSIONS.  71 

petitioner.  By  a.ssenting  to  the  uiarriage  he  admitted  that  he  could  then  legally 
enter  into  the  alliance.  The  Htatenient  may  have  been  true  that  hiH  first  wife  was 
then  living,  and  still  it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  slie  was  in  a  legal  sense  his 
wife,  as  the  parties  may  have  been  legally  divorced. 

Applying  that  principle  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  may  have  been  true, 
and  doubtless  was  true,  that  sailor's  first  wife  was  living  at  the  time 
he  contracted  the  second  marriage,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  she  was 
still  ''in  a  legal  sense  his  wife."  The  presumption  is  that  the  sailor 
had  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  first  wife,  and  that  presiunption  pre- 
vails until  the  contrary  appears  by  competent  proof. 

Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  in  section  126,  announces  a  gen- 
ei-al  principle  relating  to  the  legality  of  marriages,  as  follows: 

The  presumption  of  innocence  sometimes  gives  ris(?  to  a  presumption  of  marriage. 

Again,  the  same  author  says: 

So,  sometimes,  if  a  second  marriage  is  proved,  a  previous  divorce  of  the  first  one 
niay  be  presumed,  though,  in  general,  a  divorce  can  Ix^  proved  only  by  the  record. 

One  of  the  leading  cases  cited  by  the  text  writers  in  support  of  the 
doctrine  tliat  the  presumption  of  innocence  sometimes  gives  rise  to  a 
presumption  of  marriage,  is  that  of  Holmes  /\  Holmes  (6  La.,  463),  a 
case  which  arose  in  the  State  in  which  these  parties  were  married.  In 
that  case  the  following  principles  are  announced: 

Marriage  is  regarded  in  no  other  light  than  a  civil  contract  highly  favored. 

The  Louisiana  co<le  does  not  declare  null  a  marriage  not  prece<led  by  a  license  and 
not  evidenced  by  an  act  signed  by  a  certain  numlxjr  of  witnesses  and  the  parties; 
nor  does  it  make  such  an  a<!t  exclusive  evidence  of  a  marriage.  The  laws  relating  to 
forms  and  ceremonies  are  directory  to  those  alone  who  are  authorized  to  celebrate 
marriages. 

Marriage  may  l>e  proved  by  any  sjx^cies  of  evidence  not  prohibited  by  law  which 
<loes  not  presuppose  a  higher  species  of  evidence  in  the  jx^wer  of  the  party.  ( -ohabi- 
tation  as  man  and  w-ife  furnishes  presumptive  evidence  of  a  prece<ling  marriage. 

It  wall  thus  be  seen  that  marriages  are  proven  in  the  State  of  Louisi- 
ana in  the  same  way  as  in  all  other  States  where  there  is  no  statutory 
limitation.  There  is  no  sui!h  limitation  in  the  laws  of  Mississippi,  the 
State  in  which  these  i)arties  resided. 

The  case  of  Blanchard  /•.  Lambert  et  al.  (48  Iowa,  228),  which  is 
regarded  as  a  standard  authority  on  the  question  involved  in  this  case, 
contains  a  statement  of  the  principle,  as  follows: 

Where  a  husband  and  wife  separate  and  the  former  lives  and  cohabits  for  years 
with  a  woman  whom  he  claims  and  who  is  reputed  to  be  his  wife,  the  law  presumes 
a  divorce  from  the  first  wife,  and  the  latter  may  legally  marry  again. 

It  is  therein  further  held: 

The  plaintiff  and  her  former  husband,  Musgrave,  miL«^t  have  separated  as  early  as 
May,  1858,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  ever  cohabited  together  as  husband 
and  wife  after  that  time.  The  plaintiff  did  not  marry  Blanchard  mitil  March,  1867, 
nearly  nine  years  after  her  separation  from  Musgrave.     For  several  years  prior  to 
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tliin  time  Mupgrave  waf<  living  with  a  woman  who  claime<l  to  l)e,  whom  he  claimed 
to  l)e,  and  who  was  repute<l  to  be  his  wife.  The  law  presumej*  that  thisacohabitatitm 
of  Musgrave  wa8  lawful  and  not  criminaK  and  that  he  had  obtainetl  a  divorce  from 
plaintiff. 

This  adjudication  arose  under  a  petition  filed  by  the  plaintiff  asking 
that  commissioners  be  appointed  to  admeasure  her  dower  in  certain 
lands  of  which  her  second  husband  died  seized  and  possessed.  She 
was  held  to  be  his  lawful  wife,  and  therefore  entitled  to  dower  in  his 
lands. 

The  same  principle  is  announced  in  the  case  of  Carroll  v.  Carroll 
and  others  (20  Tex.,  731).  This  case  arose  under  a  contest  of  two 
sets  of  children  as  to  their  right*<  in  the  estate  of  the  deceased  father. 
It  is  therein  held: 

Wliere  hunband  and  wife  separated  in  1829  and  lived  at  placet*  remote  from  each 
other,  and  the  wife  married  again  in  1835  and  the  husband  in  18:^7,  and  the  hiisljaud 
and  last  wife  live<l  togrether  as  man  and  wife  until  his  death,  in  1853,  in  a  contro 
verey  l)etween  a  child  by  the  first  wife  and  the  second  wife  and  her  children  re^jKH^l- 
injr  the  estate,  it  was  held  that  the  second  marriage  of  the  husliand  must  be  held 
valid  without  proof  of  a  divorce  ])etween  the  husband  and  first  wife,  notwithstand- 
ing the  second  knew  of  the  first  marriage  of  her  husband,  and  that  his  firvt  wife 
was  still  living,  but  marrie<l  to  a  second  husband. 

This  ruling  was  based  upon  the  presumption  that  the  first  wife  had 
obtained  a  divorce  before  she  married  the  second  time,  as  will  appear 
from  the  further  ruling  in  said  case,  as  follows: 

But  it  is  further  (objected  that  the  deceased  Nathaniel  had  a  wife  living  at  the  time 
of  his  marriage  with  the  defendant  Susan,  and  that  this  was  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  defendant.  But  the  proof  is  that  the  deceased  had  also  l>een  separated  from  hi? 
wife  for  alxjut  eight  years,  and  that  his  wife  Elizabeth  had  married  again  in  18:V>, 
more  than  two  years  prior  to  the  marriage  l)etween  the  defendant  Susan  and  the 
dereased  Nathaniel.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  first  wife  <»f  the  deceased  had 
obtained  a  divorce  prior  to  lier  second  marriage.  But  the  law  in  favor  of  innm-euce 
raises  such  presumption.  And  the  defendant  Susan,  if  she  knew  of  the  existemn*  of 
tht'  first  wife,  might  have  acte<l  on  this  presumption  in  contracting  the  marriage 
relation  with  Mr.  Carroll. 

l£  appears  that  the  sailor  separated  from  his  wife  before  the  civil 
war,  for  what  reason  does  not  appear,  and  that  the  first  wife  changed 
her  residence  a  number  of  times  subsequent  to  the  separation.  It  may 
be  that  sailor  institut(»d  divorce  proceedings  against  her  in  some  other 
State,  in  which  service  may  have  ]>een  perfected  ])v  publication.  In 
such  a  proceeding  he  may  have  o])tained  a  divorce  without  even  the 
personal  knowledge  of  the  first  wife.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  that 
the  witness(»s  sworn  by  the  special  examiner  could  know  whether  or 
not  a  divorce  had  })een  obtained. 

In  the  case  of  Patterson  %\  Gaines  (H  Howard,  550)  the  Supi^eme 
Court  of  the  United  Stiites  announced  the  principle  which  is  appli- 
cable in  this  case.  The  material  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows:  Daniel 
Clark,  a  wealthy  citizen  of  the  State  of  Louisiana,  died  in  1818,  leaving 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  73 

a  will  made  in  1811,  in  which  he  bequeathed  his  entire  estate  to  his 
mother.  He  also  left  a  surviving  child,  Mrs.  Gaines,  who  was  the  issue 
of  a  marriage  contracted  in  Pennsylvania  a  number  of  years  prior  to 
that  time.  Under  the  laws  of  Louisiana  a  person  who  had  a  child 
viving  him  could  not  devise  more  than  one-fifth  of  his  estate.  Mrs. 
Gaines  instituted  suit  against  the  legal  representatives  of  her  father 
and  such  other  persons  as  had  come  into  possession  of  any  portion  of 
his  estate,  by  purchase  or  otherwise,  to  recover  her  interest  in  said 
estate.  The  only  defense  made  to  prevent  recoveiy  was  that  the  mar- 
riage of  the  plaintiff's  father  and  mother  was  illegal,  as  the  mother  had 
a  living  husband  from  whom  she  had  not  been  divorced  at  the  time  of 
her  second  marriage.  The  case  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  under  the  issue  thus  raised,  and  upon  the  hearing  that 
court  held,  in  effect,  as  follows: 

Where  a  marriage  is  proved,  but  alleged  to  be  invalid  b}"  reason  of 
a  prior  marriage,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  those  who  assert  its  inva- 
lidity to  establish  the  validity  of  the  prior  marriage. 

In  the  light  of  the  authorities  above  cited  it  was  error  to  reject  the 
applications  of  the  claimant  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  not  the 
widow  of  the  sailor.  The  action  is  therefore  reversed,  with  directions 
that  the  cases  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


MAURI  AGE  AND  DIVORCK-ACT  JUNE  27,  1890. 

Martha  J.  Kirkland  (alleged  widow). 

Claimant,  the  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  married  Abraham  Jackson  in  1865; 
Jackson  obtained  a  divorce,  a  vinculo,  from  her  in  1881. 

Held:  The  divorce  decree  did  not  put  her  bat'k,  as  to  the  rights  under  the  law,  as 
the  widow  of  Kirkland.  She  forever  destroyed  her  status  as  the  widow  of 
Kirkland  when  she  entered  into  a  valid  marriage  contract  with  Jackson. 

Assistant  Secreiary  F,  L,  Camjihell  to  the  Coinrrussloner  of  Peyislons. 

Martha  J.,  an  alleged  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  formerly  a 
private  in  Company  E,  Twenty-third  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed 
hor  application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  June  5,  1897,  claim 
being  rejected  on  September  8,  1897,  on  the  ground  of  no  title.  An 
appeal  was  filed  on  August  30,  1898. 

The  facts  are  as  follows: 

Claimant,  Martha  J.,  was  legally  married  to  Samuel  B.  Kirkland, 
on  March  19,  1844.  Said  Kirkland  died  in  the  service  on  August  26, 
1863,  and  said  Martha  J.  married  Abraham  Jackson  on  March  30, 1865. 
Said  Jackson  obtained  a  divorce  from  her  on  December  13, 1881.     The 
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above  facts  arc  not  disputed,  but  the  attorney  in  his  appeal  raises  an 
issue  of  law,  the  appeal  being  as  follows: 

The  CommiHJ^ioner  nf  Penrions  in  hin  letter  of  AxijniPt  8,  1898,  admits  that  j»n->of 
hap  been  filed  that  a  divoree  a  vinculo  matrimonii  had  been  g:rante<i  to  Mrp.  Jark^mn 
long  before  she  applied  for  a  pension  (in  1881),  but  claimp  that,  l)ecaiL*«e  it  does  not 
nhow  that  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Jackjwm  with  her  seeond  husband  wap  declared  void 
ab  initio,  therefore  she  is  not  entitle<l  to  a  [Kjnpion  an  the  widow  of  her  first  husl>and 
and  soldier,  Samuel  B.  Kirkland. 

In  this  conclusion,  it  is  respectfully  8ubmitte<l,  the  Commissioner  is  mistaken. 

Marriages  are  set  aside  by  the  cr)urtfii,  as  authorize*!  by  the  laws  of  the  different 
States,  first,  for  causes  existing  at  the  time  of  the  marriage;  second,  for  causes  exij»t- 
ing  subsei^uent  to  the  marriage.  (See  Code  of  Iowa,  sees.  3175-3182,  Code  of  1897; 
sees.  2223  and  2231,  Code  of  1873.) 

In  either  case  the  divorce  is  al)s<:>lute. 

If  the  decree  of  1881  of  the  Pottawattamie  County  district  court  had  been  grained 
for  the  first  cause,  the  C<  mi  mist-ion  er  admits  Mrs.  Jackson  would  be  entitled  tn  a 
pension,  but  l)eing  for  the  second  caiL«»e  he  <lenies  it.  This  is  a  distinction  without  a 
difference.  The  law  makes  no  such  distinction  l>etween  the  two  kinds  of  divorce- 
In  eitlier  case  it  is  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii,  and  is  absolute  on  its  face. 

After  the  decree  of  1881  Mrs.  Jacknon  was  no  longer  the  wife  or  the  widow  of 
Abraham  Jackson,  her  w^cond  husband.  By  it  she  wap  r€»stored  to  the  position  she 
occupierl  l>efore  lier  second  marriage  as  the  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  and  as 
such  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier  I  insist  she  is  entitled  to  a  i>ension  under  the 
law  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  sui)i>ort  of  the  legal  position  herein  taken  I  refer  to  volume  5  of  the  Amerii*an 
and  Knglish  Encycloj)edia  of  I^w,  page  746,  under  head  of  *'  Divorce;"  also  to  page 
839  of  the  same  volume,  sulxlivisi<m  4,  in  which  it  is  declared  that  a  decree  a  vin- 
culo matrimonii  dissolves  all  ties  and  destroys  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife. 
After  the  date  of  the  decree  a  husband  has  no  wife  and  the  wife  has  no  hiL«band  and 
the  woman  is  a  fenmie  sole. 

This  language  in  the  text  is  fully  snstaine<l  by  numerous  citations,  and  to  which  I 
refer.     I  will  make  no  others.     The  language  of  the  text  is  the  law  of  the  land. 

I  know  that  every  possible  objection  is  now  made  to  the  granting  of  pensions,  but 
this  one  is  so  inexcusable  that  it  rnight  not  to  be  sustained. 

The  Conmiissioner  of  Pensions  is  certainly  in  error  in  refusing  a  pension  to  Mrp. 
Jack.«on,  and  I  again  ask  that  his  decision  be  reversed  and  a  pension  granted  to  her. 

The  contention  made  })y  the  attorney  is  a  novel  one,  but  it  will  not 
bear  the  test  of  sound  argument. 

The  word  '* divorce,''  while  variously  used  in  text-books  and  court 
decisions,  has  nevertheless  a  clearly  defined  and  technical  meaning. 
Bouvier  defines  it  as  "'The  dissolution  or  partial  suspension,  by  law, 
of  the  marriage  relation;''  the  editor  going  on  to  state: 

The  more  correct  modem  usage,  however,  confines  the  signification  of  divorce  to 
the  dissolution  of  a  valid  marriage.  *  *  *  a  sentence  or  decree  which  renders 
the  marriage  void  ab  initio  and  bastardizes  the  issue  should  be  distinguishe<l  from 
one  which  is  entirely  prosi)ective  in  its  operation;  and  for  that  purpose  the  fonner 
may  be  terme<l  a  sentence  of  nullity.     (Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  title  Divorce.) 

Stewart  says  upon  this  point: 

A  decree  sej^mrating  parties  validly  marrie<l  is  a  decree  of  divorce;  a  decree  declar- 
ing a  void  marriage  void,  or  making  a  voidable  marriage  void,  is  a  decree  of  nullity. 
(Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  sec.  10.) 
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Now,  while  without  doubt  the  word  divorce  signifies  in  legal  par- 
lance a  dissolution  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  the  mar- 
riage contract,  and  to  this  extent  might  possibly  include  some  cases 
where  parties  were  freed  from  the  marriage  bond  by  reason  of  an 
actual  voidable  marriage,  yet  one  must  always  look  to  the  decree  itself 
to  ascertain  its  precise  legal  effect.  The  decree  in  the  case  at  bar  is  as 
follows: 

State  of  Iowa,  PotiavxiUamie  County y  s»: 

Be  it  remembered,  that  at  a  term  of  the  district  court  within  and  for  the  county 
and  State  aforesaid,  begun  and  holden  at  the  court-house  in  the  city  of  Council 
Bluffs,  on  the  first  Monday  of  December,  A.  D.  1881,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  day  of 
December,  A.  D.  1881,  Hon.  J.  R.  Reed,  judge  of  said  court,  in  and  for  the  fifteenth 
judicial  district  of  said  State,  presiding.  On  the  —  day  of  said  term,  it  being  the 
13th  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1881,  among  other,  the  following  proceedings  were 
had,  done,  and  entered  of  record,  to  wit: 

Abraham  Jackson  \ 

vs.  \  No.  3276. 

M.  J.  Jackson.     ^ 

And  now,  on  this  13th  day  of  December,  1881,  comes  on  this  cause  for  trial,  a 
default  having  been  heretofore  entered,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of  December,  1881,  at 
which  time  the  plff.  appears  by  his  attys.,  Sapp  &  Lyman,  and  the  deft.,  though 
duly  and  legally  notified,  failed  to  appear  or  answer,  and  was  duly  adjudged  in 
default. 

And  the  cause  being  submitted  to  the  court,  and  the  court  having  examined  the 
evidence  and  being  fully  advised,  finds  for  the  plff. 

Whereupon  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  bonds  of 
matrimony  heretofore  existing  between  plff.  and  defendant  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby,  dissolved,  and  that  plff.  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  forever  and  absolutely 
divorced  from  said  deft,  and  restored  to  all  his  rights  as  an  unmarried  man,  and 
that  he  pay  the  costs  of  this  action,  taxed  at dollars. 

The  causes  for  which  the  decree  was  granted  are  not  set  forth  in  the 
decree,  but  the  precise  nature  of  the  decree  is  patent  upon  the  face  of 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  It  dissolved  the  bonds  of  matrimony.  If 
there  had  been  no  legal  matrimony,  the  decree  would  have  so  stated, 
and  it  would  then  have  been  a  decree  of  nullity.  Stewart,  in  his  work  on 
Marriage  and  Divorce,  Chapter  XL,  draws  the  distinction  between 
various  kinds  of  divorces,  as  well  as  degrees  of  nullity,  and  states,  in 
sec.  412: 

Where  the  divorce,  so  called,  is  granted  for  a  cause  which  affects  the  original 
validity  of  the  marriage,  the  decree  is  properly  one  of  nullity. 

Citing  the  following  form  as  illustrative  of  his  statement — 

Therefore  the  court  doth  hereby  pronoimce,  decree,  and  declare  that  the  said  pre- 
tended marriage  so  had  and  solemnized  between  the  said  W.  H.  M.  and  the  said 
M.  B.  P.,  otherwise  called  M.  B.  M.,  was  and  is  wholly  and  absolutely  null  and  void 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  and  the  court  doth  hereby  further  pronounce, 
decree,  and  declare  that  the  said  W.  H.  M.  was  and  is  free  from  all  bond  of  marriage 
with  the  said  M.  B.  P.  r^  ^ 
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It  needs  no  extended  argument  to  show  that  while  a  divorce  decree 
may,  in  common  parlance,  include  a  decree  of  nullity,  yet  the  effect  of 
the  decree  of  nullity  is  vastly  different  from  a  decree  of  divorce,  either 
nisi,  mensa  et  thoro,  or  a  vinculo.  No  one,  if  he  or  she  has  contracted 
a  marriage  which  is  neither  void  nor  voidable,  can  obtain  a  decree  of 
nullity. 

A  decree  of  nullity  determines  that  the  parties  never  were  husband 
and  wife  (Stewart  on  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  429),  and  makes  void  what 
might  otherwise  have  been  valid.  *  *  *  It  declares  no  marriage 
ever  existed.     (Ibid.,  sec.  147.) 

The  pseudo  husband  has  not  and  never  did  have  any  right  over  his 
matrimonial  partner.  She  was  never  under  coverture.  In  short,  all 
acts  perfonned  by  them  arising  out  of  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  are  as  valueless  and  void  as  if  they  never  had  assumed  such  a 
relation. 

The  effect  of  a  regular  divorce  decree — ^a  vinculo — is,  however,  of 
much  less  extent.  It  calls  a  halt  from  the  date  of  the  decree,  but  can 
not,  from  its  very  nature,  effect  transactions  which  occurred  prior  to 
the  granting  of  the  divorce. 

When  a  legal  marriage  has  taken  place  it  can  \ye  dissolved  only  by 
death  or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

In  the  present  instance  the  decree  is  admitted  to  be  a  vinculo — a 
regular  divorce  decree — dissolving  the  bonds  of  legal  matrimony  here- 
tofore entered  into.  It  holds,  inferentially,  that  claimant  was  legally 
married  to  Jackson,  but  also  from  and  after  December  13,  1881,  she 
was  no  longer  his  wife.  It  does  not  pretend  to  put  her  back  into  any 
other  former  status  from  which  she  had  been  illegally  separated.  It 
did  not  make  her  again  the  widow  of  Kirkland.  It  made  her  a  femme 
sole,  wholly  independent  of  Jackson,  and  having  once  legally  ended 
her  status  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland  by  marrying  Jackson,  there  was 
no  way  known  to  the  law  by  which  she  could  again  claim  any  rights 
under  Kirkland. 

It  may  be  repeated  that  when  this  claimant  entered  into  a  valid 
marriage  contract  with  Jackson  she  effectually  destroyed,  in  the  eyes 
of  the  law,  her  status  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland,  and  no  court  in  any 
State  could  restore  her  to  her  former  pensionable  status  and  rights  as 
the  widow  of  Kirkland. 

Claimant  is  now  a  femme  sole;  she  is  neither  widow  nor  wife  in  the 
law.  She  is  a  divorced  woman,  and  can  claim  no  more  rights  under 
the  pension  law  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland  than  she  can  under  the  com- 
mon law  as  the  wife  of  Jackson.  Her  sUitus  as  widow  was  destroyed 
by  her  own  act.     The  law  destroyed  her  status  as  wife  of  Jackson. 

The  attorney's  contention  is  fallacious  in  the  extreme  and  has  no 
foundation  in  law. 

The  views  herein  expressed  as  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  quoted 
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divorce  decree  are  based  upon  the  presumption  that  the  said  decree  is 
a  valid  one.  The  full  judgment  roll  or  a  transcript  thereof  is  not 
before  the  Department,  and  the  decree,  per  se,  is  certainly  faulty  as 
evidence  in  that  it  does  not  recite  the  grounds  for  the  divorce  granted 
in  a  State  in  which  decrees  of  divorce  are  granted  only  on  statutory 
grounds.  It  may  be  that  such  a  jurisdictional  fact  might  be  presumed 
in  the  L'lsence  of  the  entire  judgment  roll,  but  even  if  the  said  decree 
were  void  it  could  avail  claimant  nothing  in  this  case.  If  the  decree 
was  void  for  want  of  a  proper  statement  of  jurisdictional  facts  it  would 
but  leave  claimant  in  the  status  of  the  wife  of  Jackson;  so  it  is  not 
necessar}^  to  enter  into  an  extended  discussion  of  the  validity  of  said 
decree.  A  proper  conclusion  could  not  be  reached  on  such  point  on 
the  papers  now  in  evidence. 

The  papers  are  returned.     Action  affirmed. 


CONSTBUCTION— ACT  MARCH  3,   1800— DESERTED  WIFE-RETROACTIVE 

LlATVS. 

Mary  Ann  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  prospective,  not  retroactive,  in  its  operation,  and  the 
desertion  name<l  therein  refers  only  to  such  as  occurs  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  act.  The  word  "desertion"  in  said  act  is  used  in  its  j?eneral  legal  sense, 
and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  one  of  the  married  parties  from  the  other 
or  the  voluntary  refusal  of  one  of  the  married  parties  to  renew  a  suspended 
cohabitation,  without  legal  justification. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

September  5,  1900, 

Henry  N.  Rothery,  late  sergeant,  Company  D,  Fifth  United  States 
Artillery,  appealed  November  10,  1899,  from  the  Bureau  action  of 
June  3,  1899,  allowing  the  claim  of  Mary  Ann  Rothery  (alleged 
deserted  wife),  filed  March  24,  1899,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
and  directing  that  one-half  of  his  pension  be  paid  to  soldier's  said 
wife. 

Appellant  contends  that  on  May  12,  1899,  he  was  served  with  a 
notice  allowing  him  thirty  days  in  which  to  file  evidence  in  defense  of 
his  wife's  said  claim,  and  that  the  claim  wa^  adjudicated  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  said  thirty  days,  or  on  June  4,  1899;  that  his  wife 
refuses  to  live  with  him;'  that  she  is  not  in  necessitous  circumstances, 
but  makes  a  good  living,  while  his  army  disabilities  render  him 
unable  to  work;  that  he  is  70  years  of  age,  and  that  since  being 
deprived  of  one-half  his  pension  he  is  dependent  upon  charity,  and 
that  he  has  filed  several  affidavits  showing  that  his  wife  refuses  to  live 
with  him  or  to  peiinit  him  to  live  with  her. 

It  does  not  appear  that  his  wife  has  been  served  with  copies  of  these 
affidavits  or  of  this  appeal. 
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Soldier  enlisted  September  25,  1857,  and  was  discharged  after  reen- 
listment,  March  31,  1869.    ' 

At  the  date  of  the  tiling  of  said  wife's  claim  he  was  in  receipt  of  a 
pension  for  injury  to  right  temple,  and  disease  of  liver  and  stomach, 
of  service  origin,  at  ^0  per  month,  and  had  a  claim  for  increase 
pending  under  act  of  July  14,  1892. 

The  tiles  in  the  case  show  a  notice  dated  May  12,  1899,  wherein 
soldier  was  notified  that  Mary  Ann  Kothery  did  on  March  24,  1899, 
tile  an  application  for  one-half  of  his  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  her  and 
failed  to  contribute  to  her  support;  that  thirty  daj^s  would  be  allowed 
him  to  file  such  evidence  under  oath  in  the  premises  as  he  might  deem 
necessary,  and  that  the  notice  should  be  attached  to  and  filed  with  his 
reply.  This  notice  appears  to  have  been  tiled  June  6,  1899,  together 
with  testimony  denying  desertion,  and  which  if  true  would  constitute 
a  complete  defense  to  the  wife's  claim.  This  notice  and  the  accompa- 
nying affidavits  were  filed  within  the  thirty^  days  named  in  said  notice. 

It  appears,  however,  from  the  face  brief  that  the  wife's  claim  was 
submitted  for  approval  June  3,  1899,  and  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
said  thirty  days  and  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  evidence  by  the  soldier. 

While  the  face  brief  fails  to  indicate  when  final  action  was  taken,  it 
does  appear  that  the  wife's  claim  was  in  course  of  adjudication  and 
was  submitted  for  approval  by  the  examiner  June  3,  1899,  and  that 
the  pension  agent,  the  auditor,  and  the  pensioner  were  notified  on  the 
same  date. 

It  further  appears  from  the  papers  in  the  case  that  the  wife's  claim 
was  specially  examined  in  Jul}",  1899,  and  on  July  19, 1899,  the  special 
examiner  reported  that — 

The  wife  has  drawn  one-half  of  his  pension  for  one  quarter;  that,  believing  the 
division  of  the  pension  is  just,  recommend  no  further  action. 

Mrs.  Rothery  testified  July  11,  1899,  that  she  had  received  one-half 
of  soldier's  pension  for  one  quarter  (three  months)  as  his  deserted  wife. 

This  would  indicate  that  the  wife's  claim  had  been  adjudicated  by 
the  Bureau  prior  to  the  special  examination. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  under  which  the  said  wife's  claim  was 
filed,  provides,  so  far  as  cases  of  this  class  are  concerned,  as  follows: 

That  in  oa.'^e  a  resi<lent  pensioner  of  the  Unite<l  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over 
six  months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and 
in  nec^essitous  circumstances,  *  *  «  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  ia  hereby 
directed,  upon  being  satisfied  by  competent  evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cAuse  one- 
half  of  the  pension  due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  oi 
such  desertion  to  be  paid  to  the  wife. 

It  is  plain  from  the  reading  that  this  act  is  prospective,  not  retro- 
active, in  its  operation,  and  that  the  desertion  named  in  the  act  refei^s 
only  to  such  desertion  as  occurred  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act. 
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The  language  of  the  act  is,  "shall  for  a  period  of  over  six  months 
desert."    *     *    *. 

The  act  created  a  new  condition  and  attached  a  new  disability  affect- 
ing the  right  of  the  pensioner.  It  also  created  a  new  right  in  behalf 
of  a  new  class  of  persons,  and  operates  only  upon  acts  done  and  trans- 
actions occurring  after  the  act  took  effect. 

It  is  a  fundamental  rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes  that  they  are 
to  be  construed  to  operate  prospectively,  and  not  retrospectively,  unless 
the  language  clearly  precludes  all  question  as  to  the  intent  of  the  leg- 
islature that  they  should  operate  retrospectively.  (See  Sedgwick  on 
Construction  of  Statutory  and  Constitutional  Law,  p.  160-161,  and 
note  ((z);  Sutherland  on  Stat.  Con.,  par.  206,  and  cases  cited;  Endlich 
on  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  par.  271,  and  cases  therein  cited  under 
.note  25;  Maxwell  on  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  p.  191;  Potter's 
Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitutions,  p.  74-162;  Bouvier's  Institutes, 
29;  23  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  p.  448.) 

Retrospective  statutes  are  looked  upon  with  disfavor  l^y  the  courts, 
and  are  strictly  construed.  As  stated  in  the  case  of  United  States  v, 
Heth  (3  Cranch,  298-413): 

Words  in  a  statute  ought  not  to  have  a  retrospective  operation  unless  they  are  so 
clear,  strong,  and  imperative  that  no  other  meaning  can  be  annexed  to  them,  or 
unless  the  intention  of  the  legislature  can  not  be  otherwise  satisfied.  See  also  the 
case  of  Jennett  Thompson  (7  P.  D.,  264). 

Sharswood,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Mitchell  (57  Pa.  St.,  211), 
said: 

There  is  no  canon  or  construction  better  settled  than  this,  that  a  statute  shall 
always  be  interpreted  so  as  to  operate  prospectively  and  not  retrospectively  unless 
the  language  is  so  clear  as  to  preclude  all  question  as  to  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture. Retrospective  laws  generally,  if  not  universally,  work  injustice,  and  ought  to 
be  so  constnied  only  when  the  mandate  of  the  legislature  is  imperative.  *  *  * 
The  language  of  the  act  of  assembly,  in  its  ordinary  use  and  meaning,  relates  to  wills 
thereafter  to  be  made.  It  is  only  by  a  teclmical  construction  that  it  can  be  made  to 
bear  a  different  sense.  Such  a  construction  might  justly  be  applied  to  a  law  which 
on  its  face  appears  to  be  retrospective,  in  order  to  restrain  it  to  a  prospective  oi>er- 
ation,  but  it  would  certainly  be  a  novelty  to  apply  it  conversely.  See  also,  Gable's 
Ex.  r.  I>aub  (4  Wright,  217);  United  States  v.  Heth  (3  Cranch,  399);  Murray  v.  Gib- 
son (15  How.,  421);  Harvey  r.  Tyler  (2  Wall.,  329);  Chew  Heong  v.  United  States 
(113  U.  S.,  559);  United  States  r,  Ala.  Great  Southern  R.  R.  Co.  (142  U.  S.,  015-621). 

Statutes  speak  from  the  time  they  take  effect,  and  their  taking  effect 
ma3'  depend  on  a  future  contingent  event.  See  Sutherland  on  Con. 
Stat,  pars.  71,  72,107,  and  160. 

A  prospective  statute  is  one  which  regulates  the  future  and  operates 
upon  acts  done  and  transactions  occurring  after  it  takes  effect,  while 
a  retrospective  statute  operates  upon  a  subject  already  existing  or  an 
act  done.     (See  Sutherland  on  Con.  Stat.,  par.  206.) 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act  of  March  3, 1899,  a  pensioner's 
desertion  of  his  wife  was  no  ground  for  withholding  a  portion  of  his 
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pension  from  him  and  paying  it  to  hi^  wife.  How,  then,  can  such 
desertion,  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  operate  to  defeat  his  exclu- 
sive right  to  his  pension  money  i  To  hold  such  a  construction  of  the 
act  might  operate  to  deprive  a  i)ensioner  of  the  exclusive  control  of 
his  pension  money,  although  living  in  harmonious  domestic  relation 
with  his  wife,  l>ecause  some  time  in  the  past  he  had  temporarily 
deserted  her  for  six  months  and  a  day. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  of  March  8,  18iM>,  it  had  been  the 
uniform  policy  of  the  pension  laws  to  guard  and  protect  the  soldier 
pensioner  in  the  sole  and  exclusive  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his 
pension. 

Section  4747,  Revised  Statutes,  pro\4des: 

No  sum  of  money  due  or  to  Ixn^onie  (\uv  to  any  pensioner  shall  be  liable  to  atta<'h- 
nient,  levy,  or  st^izure  by  or  under  any  U^gal  or  ecjuitable  pnK'ess  whatever,  whether 
the  name  remainn  with  the  Pension  Office,  or  any  officer  or  a^nt  thepef)f,  or  is  in 
course  of  transmission  to  the  pensioner  entitled  thereto,  but  shall  inure  wholly  to 
the  benefit  of  such  i)ensioner. 

Section  4784,  Revised  Statutes,  passed  as  early  as  May  20,  1836, 
provided  that-  - 

The  provisions  of  law  which  allow  the  withholding  of  compensation  of  any  person 
who  is  in  arrears  shall  not  l>e  construed  tx)  authorize  the  pension  of  any  iiensioner  of 
the  United  States  to  be  withheld. 

Section  4745,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  28, 1883,  providei^: 

Any  pledge,  mortgage,  sale,  assignment,  or  transfer  of  any  right,  claim,  or  interest 
in  any  pension  which  has  been  or  may  hereafter  l)e  granted  shall  \ye  void  ami  of  no 
effect;  and  any  person  who  shall  ple<lge,  or  retieive  as  a  phnlge,  mortgage,  sale,  aseig^i- 
ment,  or  transfer  of  any  right,  claim,  or  interest  in  any  pension  or  pension  certificate 
which  has  been  or  may  hereafter  l)e  grante<l  or  issued,  or  who  shall  hold  the  same 
as  collateral  security  for  any  debt  or  promise,  or  upon  any  pretext  of  such  security  or 
promise,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  uix)n  conviction  thereof  shall  1)6 
fined  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  and  the  costs  of  the  prosei^ution; 
and  any  person  who  shall  retain  the  certificate  of  a  pensioner,  and  refuse  to  surrender 
the  same  upon  the  demand  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  or  a  United  States* 
pension  agent,  or  any  other  person  authorized  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  or 
the  pensioner  to  receive  the  same,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  con- 
viction thereof  shall  be  fined  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  and  the 
costs  of  the  prosecution. 

On  December  21,  1893,  Congress  provided: 

That  any  i>ension  heretofore  or  that  may  hereafter  be  granted  to  any  applicant 
therefor  under  any  law  of  the  Unite<l  States  authorizing  the  granting  and  payment 
of  pensions,  on  applications  made  and  adjudicated  upon,  shall  l)e  deeme<l  and  held 
by  all  officers  of  the  United  States  to  l)e  a  veste<l  right  in  the  grantee  to  that  extent 
that  payment  thereof  shall  not  \k^  withheld  or  suspended  until,  after  due  notice  to 
the  grantee  of  not  less  than  thirty  days,  the  Conmiissioner  of  Pensions,  after  hearing 
all  the  e\ndence,  shall  decide  to  annul,  vacate,  modify,  and  set  aside  the  decision 
upon  which  such  pension  was  granted.  Such  notice  t/>  grantee  must  contain  a  full 
and  true  statement  of  any  charges  or  allegations  upon  which  such  decision  granting 
such  pension  shall  be  sought  to  be  in  any  manner  disturbed  or  modified. 
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These  various  provisions  show  with  what  jealous  care  Congress  has 
guarded  the  rights  of  the  pensioner,  and  had  Congress  contemplated 
or  intended  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  to  divert  and  withhold  from 
him  a  portion  of  his  pension  money  for  acts  of  omission  or  commission 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act — acts  in  no  degree  affecting  the  degree 
of  his  physical  disability — it  would  certainly  have  manifested  its  inten- 
tion by  apt  and  appropriate,  clear  and  unmistakable  language. 

Following  the  history  of  this  act,  from  its  introduction  in  the  House 
as  H.  R.  1055  to  its  final  passage,  there  is  nothing  in  the  discussion 
of  the  bill,  either  in  the  House  or  Senate,  to  indicate  any  intention  to 
make  the  act  in  any  manner  retroactive  or  retrospective  in  its  opei*a- 
tion.  On  the  contrary,  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  "  the  entrance  of 
the  pensioner  into  any  State  Home  for  soldiers  and  sailors  as  an  inmate 
thereof  shall  constitute  prima  facie  evidence  of  desertion  *  *  *  " 
(Congressional  Record,  3d  Session  56th  Congress,  Vol.  32,  Part  1st,  p. 
379),  was  stricken  out,  the  House  having  refused  to  concur  in  that 
portion  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

There  is  therefore  no  ground  upon  which  to  base  an  argument  that 
the  act  was  intended  to  be  retrospective,  but  on  the  contrary  its  plain 
language  shows  it  to  be  prospective  in  its  operation. 

As  the  wife's  application  was  filed  March  24,  1899,  but  twenty-one 
days  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  it  was  premature  and  should  have  been 
rejected,  as  it  was  impossible  for  her  to  prove  the  desertion  named 
therein. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  is  not  a  claim  under  the  second  or  third 
proviso  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1899. 

Even  assuming  that  the  six  months'  desertion  named  in  the  act  refers 
to  a  desertion  for  that  period  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  desertion  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in 
said  act  is  not  established  by  the  evidence  in  this  case. 

The  wife  of  the  pensioner  testified  by  aflSdavit  March  23,  1899,  that 
about  five  years  prior  thereto  soldier  deserted  her  and  had  not  since 
contributed  anything  to  her  support,  and  this  was  corroborated  by  the 
affidavit  of  Mrs.  Heard  and  others. 

The  soldier  in  reply  in  an'affidavit  filed  June  6,  1899,  testified  that 
the  reason  he  did  not  live  with  hb  wife  was  that  she  would  not  allow 
him  to  do  so;  that  in  1889  he  was  dismissed  from  a  $1,200  clerkship  in 
the  War  Department,  having  previously  been  absent  sick  with  pay  for 
eleven  months,  and  was  at  the  time  in  the  country  under  medical  treat- 
ment, and  that  upon  his  return  his  wife  treated  him  as  an  unwelcome 
stranger;  that  subsequently  he  went  to  the  hospital  for  treatment, 
incurred  some  debts  incident  to  his  treatment,  and  for  a  time  could 
give  his  wife  no  money;  that  she  notified  him  through  their  son  that 
he  must  keep  away  from  her  house,  as  she  would  have  nothing  to  do 
p.  D.— VOL.  11 6  ^  , 
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with  him,  and  that  she  has  not  spoken  to  or  taken  the  slightest  recog- 
nition of  him  since. 

This  the  wife  denies,  and  a  number  of  witnesses  state  generally  that 
soldier  deserted  her. 

Her  own  testimony  on  special  examination  corroborates  the  soldier's 
statements,  that  his  wife  refused  to  live  with  him. 

In  answer  to  the  question  by  the  special  examiner,  ''  Has  your  hiL*- 
band  ever  asked  you  to  live  with  him,"  she  replied: 

I  have  never  given  him  a  chance.  He  has  never  written  me  asking  that  priN-ile^. 
*  *  *  There  would  be  no  use  of  our  hving  together  again,  because  it  \rouM 
alw^ays  be  the  same  thing.     We  could  not  live  happily  together.     *    *    * 

The  testimony  is  very  voluminous  and  tends  strongly  to  show  affec 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  husband  for  his  wife  and  children,  while  there 
is  an  entire  lack  of  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  wife  of  any  affection 
on  her  part  for  her  husband  since  the  date  of  the  alleged  desertion 
and  for  some  time  prior  thereto. 

Upon  her  return  from  Philadelphia,  and  hearing  that  he  was  at  the 
hospital,  she  did  not  go  to  ascertain  his  condition.  When  meeting 
him  upon  the  street  she  refused  to  recognize  him,  and  the  preponder- 
ance of  the  testimony  tends  strongly  to  show  that  she  refused  to  per- 
mit his  return,  and  she  now  testifies  that  she  will  never  resume  her 
marital  relations  with  her  husband.  Is  she  therefore  in  a  position  to 
charge  and  establish  desertion  ?     Is  not  she  the  deserting  party  ? 

The  word  '^desertion"  in  said  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  used  in  its 
general  legal  sense,  and  desertion,  in  law,  is  a  willful  abandonment  of 
an  employment  or  a  duty  in  violation  of  a  legal  or  moral  obligation, 
and,  as  applied  to  the  matrimonial  relation,  means  the  willful  with- 
drawal of  one  of  the  married  parties  from  the  other  or  the  voluntary 
refusal  of  one  of  the  married  parties  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabita- 
tion, without  justification,  in  either  the  consent  or  the  wrongful  con- 
duct of  the  other.  As  stated  b}^  Bishop  in  his  work  on  Marriage, 
Divorce,  and  Separation,  paragraph  169: 

To  constitute  desertion  there  must  be  a  simultaneous  separation  and  intent  to 
desert,  and  it  does  not  exist  without  the  presence  of  both.  The  two  need  not  be^in 
together,  but  the  desertion  commences  whenever  to  either  one  the  other  is  added. 

The  affirmative  elements  are  two,  the  cohabitation  ended  and  the  offending  partj-'s 
intent  to  desert.    Negatively,  it  must  be  without  legal  justification. 

As  stated  by  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  paragraph  251: 

To  establish  desertion  three  things  must  be  shown :  First,  cessation  of  cohabita- 
tion; second,  the  intention  of  the  mind  of  the  defendant  not  to  resume  cohabitation; 
third,  the  absence  of  the  complainant's  consent  to  the  separation  or  conduct  justifj-- 
ing  it.  *  *  *  One  can  not  be  deserted  while  he  or  she  consents  to  the  separation, 
and  the  one  who  intentionally  drives  the  other  away  deserts  such  other. 

Separation  is  not  desertion,  as  announced  in  Ingersoll  v,  Ingersoll 
(49  Pa.  St.,  249),  and  the  mere  fact  that  parties  are  living  apart  does 
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not  even  raise  the  presumption  of  desertion,  and  separation  by  mutual 
consent  of  the  parties  is  not  desertion  in  either.  The  consent  may  not 
be  expressed,  it  maybe  inferred  from  conduct.     (See  also  S.  C,  256.) 

So  also  the  intent  must  be  intended  to  be  permanent,  and  the  one 
who  has  the  intent  to  desert,  whether  it  be  the  one  who  leaves  the 
matrimonial  home  or  not,  is  the  one  who  deserts.  (Ibid.,  254-255.) 
As  held  in  Marker  v.  Marker  (11  N.  J.  L.,  257),  "desertion  is  a  ques- 
tion of  intention." 

The  desertion  must  be  against  the  will  and  consent  of  the  party 
deserted.  See  cases  of  Rose  v.  Rose  (50  Mich.,  92);  Better  v.  Better 
(Ibid.,  51). 

As  stated  by  Judge  Campbell  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Cooper  (17 
Mich.,  205): 

Desertion  can  only  be  cx)mplained  of  when  it  is  against  the  will  of  the  party  who 
is  deserted.  If  there  be  a  separation  by  consent,  that  consent  shows  that  the  parties 
deem  it  no  grievance  to  be  deprived  of  each  other's  society. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to 
establish  desertion  on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  or  that  he  has,  in  the 
language  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  deserted  his  wife.  There  is  not 
only  a  lack  of  evidence  establishing  an  intent  to  desert  on  the  part  of 
the  soldier,  but  the  evidence  does  establish  the  fact  that  his  wife  freely 
and  voluntarily  acquiesced  and  consented  to  the  separation.  The  pen- 
sioner has  at  various  times  indicated  his  desire  to  return  to  his  wife  if 
she  would  consent,  but  she  has  persistently  refused  [her  consent,  and 
expressly  testified  that  she  "  never  asked  him  to  come  back;  had  never 
given  him  a  chance  to  ask  her  to  live  with  him,  and  was  glad  that  he 
had  concluded  to  stay  away;"  that  she  "had  to  choose  between  him 
and  my  children;  we  could  not  live  together,  and  what  was  the  use;" 
that"  there  would  be  no  use  in  our  living  together  again,"  etc. 

The  pensioner  asserts  that  when  he  left  home  at  the  time  his  wife 
was  in  Philadelphia  he  expected  to  return  to  her;  that  she  knew  he 
was  going  to  the  hospital  before  she  left  for  Philadelphia;  that  he  told 
her  he  would  have  to  go  because  he  was  sick;  that  she  afterwards  sent 
him  word  by  his  son  Harry  to  stay  away.  In  this  he  is  corroborated 
by  Mrs.  Harry  Bothery  and  by  the  subsequent  conduct  and  conver- 
sation of  his  wife.  That  when  he  left  the  house  September,  1890,  and 
went  to  the  hospital  he  did  not  expect  to  go  away  to  stay;  that  he 
went  expecting  to  get  cured;  that  he  had  never  said  that  he  would  not 
go  back  to  her;  that  he  had  spoken  to  her  in  the  street,  but  she  had 
refused  to  recognize  him;  that  he  would  willingly  live  with  her  if  she 
would  ask  him  in  good  faith. 

Both  the  pensioner  and  his  wife  are  reported  of  good  reputation, 
and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  her  to  establish  desertion  on  the  part 
of  her  husband,  against  her  will  and  consent.     This  I  think  she  has 
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failed  to  do,  and  even  assuming  that  the  language  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1899,— 

That  in  a  case  a  resident  i)en8ioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over 
six  months  desert  his  lawful  wife — 

means  shall  have^  and  refers  to  acts  of  desertion  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  act,  she  has  failed  to  establish  desertion,  and  that  both  upon 
legal  grounds  and  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  her  application  should 
have  been  denied. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  you  ai-e 
directed  to  restore  to  pensioner  the  pension  of  which  he  has  been 
deprived  by  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from. 


mne  of  duty— evtdence— presumptions. 
William  D.  Mitchell. 

When  prior  soundness  is  shown,  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  that  the  injury 
w^as  sustained  in  the  ser\*ice  is  furnished,  there  being  no  circumstances  w^hich 
w^ould  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty,  and  such 
injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  JEit  discharge,  it  will  Ix*  presumed  that  the  injury 
was  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

Asaistcmt  Secretary  F.  L,  Camphell  to  the  ComnitHHimnfr  of  PensionA^ 

September  11,  1900, 

William  D.  Mitchell,  formerly  a  private  in  Captain  Lambert's 
Independent  Company  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  his 
declaration  under  the  general  law  on  December  30,  1874,  alleging 
injury  to  the  left  arm,  claim  being  rejected  on  May  29,  1896,  on  the 
ground  that  service  origin  was  not  shown.  An  appeal  was  filed  on 
February  24,  1898,  and  the  rejection  was  aflSrmed  in  an  opinion  pro- 
mulgated in  said  case  on  July  14, 1899.  A  motion  for  reconsideration 
was  filed  on  September  16,  1899,  and  is  as  follows: 

Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Sir:  Referring  to  the  claim  under  the  general  law  of  William  D.  Mitchell,  deceased, 
Captain  Lambert's  Independent  Company  Pennsylvania  Cavalry,  certificate  No. 
683915,  we  have  the  honor  to  request  the  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  the 
Department  of  July  14,  1899,  affirming  the  action  of  rejection  on  the  ground  that — 

*' The  evidence  adduced  on  special  examination  fails  to  show  that  this  claimant 
received  the  alleged  mjury  to  left  arm  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty." 

The  syllabus  of  the  decision  indicates  an  error,  as  it  would  appear  therefrom  that 
the  rejection  was  based  upon  what  the  **  evidence  adduced  upon  special  examination  " 
failed  to  show.  The  claimant  filed  considerable  evidence  which  is  entitled  to  con- 
sideration. 

It  is  further  submitted  that  the  incurrence  in  line  of  duty  should  be  presumed  in 
this  case  under  the  circumstances.  The  claimant  herein  was  alone,  on  picket  duty, 
at  the  time  he  incurred  injury  of  left  arm,  hence  can  not  furnish  the  testimony  of  eye- 
witnesses. But  he  has  furnished  testimony  of  persons  w- ho  saw  him  when  he  returned 
from  picket  duty,  showing  that  his  arm  was  then  injured  and  what  he  then  declared 
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were  the  circumstances  under  which  he  was  injured.  This  is  circumstantial  evi- 
dence of  great  weight.  This  Department  admits  that  the  nile  requiring  eyewitnesses 
may  be  ignored  under  certain  circumstances,  and  cites  that  if  the  soldier  had 
incurred  his  injury  while  in  action  it  would  be  in  accord  with  good  practice  and  in 
harmony  with  the  spirit  of  the  pension  laws  to  presume  line  of  duty,  but  refuses  to 
presume  it  in  this  case  because  "the  operations  of  the  command  to  which  the 
soldier  was  attached  were  confine<i  to  a  part  of  the  country  where  a  condition  of  war 
did  not  exist.**  Why,  we  ask,  is  it  reasonable  to  presume  that  a  horse  is  less  liable 
to  throw  his  rider  in  **a  part  of  the  country  where  a  condition  of  war  did  not  exist,** 
or  "in  a  peacehil  community'*  than  elsewhere?  Being  thrown  from  a  horse  is  an 
accident  not  peculiar  to  a  particular  part  of  the  country,  nor  to  battle;  and  if  an 
injury  of  the  nature  described  was  incurred  in  action  there  would  probably  be  less 
reason  for  the  presumption  of  line  of  duty,  because  in  such  case  there  undoubtedly 
would  l)e  eyewitnesses  to  the  accident.  Where  the  circumstances  indicate  the  pres- 
ence of  eyewitnesses  there  is  less  reason  for  admitting  any  presumption.  It  is  in 
cases  such  as  the  case  at  bar  that  it  is  reasonable  to  dispense  with  direct  evidence. 

We  submit  that  the  decision  of  the  Department  is  very  illiberal,  because  the  admis- 
sion of  a  presumption  of  line  of  duty  ought  to  rest  upon  the  probability  whether  the 
injury  could  have  been  incurred  in  the  manner  alleged,  and  the  reason  for  the  non- 
production  of  eyewitnesses,  rather  than  upon  the  circumstances  indicated  in  the 
decision  of  the  Department,  which  are  apparently  immaterial  on  the  question  of 
probability. 

The  case  at  l)ar  is  practically  identical  with  that  of  Thomas  S.  Harkins(l  P.  D., 
459) ,  in  which  the  injury  was  presumed  to  have  been  incurred  as  alleged.  In  that 
case  the  soldier  was  ruptured  by  the  fall  from  a  horse;  not  in  action,  but  in  a  part  of 
the  country  where  a  condition  of  war  did  not  exist.  No  evidence  of  eyewitnesses 
could  be  furnished,  but  he  furnished  the  evidence  of  witnesses  who  saw  him  when 
he  returned  to  the  regiment.  It  was  held  that  the  claimant's  own  sworn  statement 
must  he  allowed  some  weight.  There  was  no  record  of  the  injury,  yet  the  Depart- 
ment held  that  the  applicant  was  in  line  of  duty  when  injured,  citing  the  case  of 
John  B.  Talbott,  No.  352683,  decided  May  25,  1887.  In  support  of  the  same  princi- 
ple see  the  cases  of  Thaniel  Cook  (5  L.  B.  P., 118) ;  Reuben  Moyer  (13  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  577) ; 
William  W.  Meyer  (3  P.  D.,  246) ;  Peter  N.  F.  Von  Ottendorf'(3  P.  D.,  341). 

It  is  also  apparently  held  by  the  Department  that  line  of  duty  could  be  presumed 
if  a  record  of  the  injury  existed.  Unless  the  record  showed  affirmatively  that  the 
injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty  we  are  unable  to  see  that  there  would  be  greater 
reason  for  presuming  line  of  duty  from  a  record  than  from  any  other  evidence  show- 
ing the  existence  of  an  injury  in  the  service.  We  believe  the  existence  of  the  claim- 
ant's injury  in  ser\ace  is  conclusively  established.  A  record  could  do  no  more.  If 
a  fact  be  atlmitted  it  would  appear  that  the  class  of  evidence  establishing  the  fact  is 
immaterial  to  a  presumption  derivable  from  such  fact.  The  presumption  comes  from 
the  fact,  not  from  the  antecedent  evidence. 

That  part  of  the  Departmental  opinion  specifically  objected  to  in 
this  motion  as  unsound  in  law  is  as  follows: 

The  evidence  adduced  upon  special  examination  fails  to  show  that  this  claimant 
received  the  alleged  injury  to  left  arm  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty.  The  fact  that 
he  returned  to  his  home  with  his  arm  injured,  as  shown  by  some  of  the  evidence,  is 
not  conclusive  that  the  injury  was  received  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty.  None  of 
the  witnesses  who  testify  in  this  case  were  present  when  the  alleged  injury  is  said  to 
have  been  received,  and  therefore  tran  not  say  that  the  same  was  received  in  line  of 
duty. 

To  establish  the  incurrence  of  any  injury  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  in  the 
absence  of  a  record  there  should  be  presented,  as  a  rule,  the  testimony  of  persons 
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who  were  present  when  the  injury  was  receive^!.  There  are,  however,  circumstances 
under  which  this  rule  may  properly  be  ignored.  For  instance,  where  the  command 
to  which  the  soldier  was  attached  waa  in  action  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  it 
would  he  properly  in  accord  with  good  practice  and  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  of 
the  pension  laws  to  presume  that  an  injury  of  the  nature  described  in  this  case,  at 
such  a  time  and  under  such  circumstances,  was  received  in  the  line  of  duty,  even 
though  there  were  no  eyewitnesses  to  the  occurrence;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
when  the  operations  of  the  command  to  which  the  soldier  was  attached  were 
confined  to  a  part  of  the  country  where  the  condition  of  war  did  not  exist,  act- 
ing as  the  agents  of  a  State,  executing  the  laws  governing  the  draft,  in  a  peaceful 
community,  where  no  actual  conflict  with  the  common  enemy  could  take  place,  line 
of  duty  can  not  be  presumed  except  upon  the  unqualified  and  direct  testimony  of  eye- 
witnesses or  record. 

This  Department  has  never  attempted,  unless  inadvertently  so,  as 
was  done  in  the  present  instance,  to  lay  down  any  specific  rule  as  to 
what  kind  or  class  of  evidence  is  necessary  in  order  to  prove  service 
origin  of  disabilities  in  all  cases.  What  might  be  considered  proof  in 
one  case  might  not  be  so  considered  in  another.  Everything  depends 
upon  the  surrounding  conditions  and  circumstances,  coupled  alwaj^s 
with  the  fact  that  a  case  should  be  proved  by  the  highest  class^of  evi- 
dence that  the  alleged  incurrence  is  susceptible  of.  If  one  alleges 
honorable  discharge,  it  should  be  proved  by  record  evidence.  If  one 
alleges  hospital  treatment  for  a  severe  injury  or  disease,  and  the  rec- 
ords of  such  hospital  are  intact,  that  record  is  presumed  to  show 
treatment;  if  it  does  not,  the  reasons  why  the  record  is  silent  should 
be  satisfactorily  shown.  If  there  were,  as  a  fact,  eyewitnesses  to  an 
alleged  incurrence  of  an  injury,  the  te.stimony  of  such  eyewitnesses 
should  be  obtained  or  satisfactoiy  reasons  given  why  such  evidence  is 
not  produced.  Whether  the  injury  was  incurred  in  time  of  peace,  in 
a  battle,  in  a  crowded  community-,  in  camp,  or  anywhere  else  matters 
not,  only  so  far  as  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  alleged  incui'- 
rence  demonstrate  as  to  what  is  the  best  evidence  that  the  case  is 
susceptible  of. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  statements  in  the  former  decision 
in  this  case  in  so  far  as  they  attempt  to  lay  down  a  rule  of  evidence  to 
be  observed  in  proving  service  origin  are  not  correct.  They  lay  down 
a  much  more  strenuous  rule  than  ever  obtained  in  cases  of  like  import 
under  the  common  law  or  under  any  statute  that  I  have  ever  seen, 
and  such  statements  in  said  decision  will  be  disregarded  and  held  as 
of  no  weight. 

Any  evidence  which  tends  to  convince  the  mind  that  the  thing  sought 
to  be  proved  is  true  is  of  value.  The  evidence  of  one,  who  although 
an  alleged  eyewitness,  yet  is  shown  to  be  wholly  irresponsible  as  to 
truth,  is  of  little  if  any  value;  while  the  evidence  of  a  credible  affiant, 
although  not  an  ej^ewitness,  yet  who  testifies  to  material  facts,  may 
carry  much  weight.  The  true  test  of  the  weight  of  evidence  lies  in 
its  convincing  power. 
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The  former  opinion  related  only  to  testimony  adduced  at  special 
examination,  and  the  contention  of  the  attorneys  to  the  effect  that  the 
evidence  filed  by  claimant  and  soldier  is  entitled  to  weight  is  a  sound 
contention,  and  this  case  will  consequently  be  discussed  de  novo. 

This  soldier  was  in  the  service,  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  on 
three  different  occasions.  He  was  a  private  in  Company  K,  Third 
Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantr\',  from  April  19,  1861,  to  July  30, 
1861;  a  sergeant  in  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  thirty-third  Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer  Infantry,  from  August  1,  1862,  to  May  23,  1863, 
and  a  private  in  Captain  Lambert's  Independent  Company  Penns}' 1- 
vania  Volunteer  Cavalry  from  August  7,  1864,  to  his  discharge  on 
November  25,  1864.  He  alleged,  on  December  30,  1874,  that  he  sus- 
tained an  injury  to  his  arm  on  the  night  of  October  23,  1864,  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  at  Benton,  Columbia  County,  Pa.,  while  return- 
ing from  picket  duty.  That  he  was  sent  by  his  captain  to  an  impro- 
vised hospital  at  Bloomsburg,  was  there  treated  by  Dr.  Jackson, 
returned  to  his  command,  was  discharged  shorth^  after,  and  was  then 
treated  by  Dr.  Bunn.  That  the  only  person  who  knew  of  the  actual 
incurrence  of  said  disability  was  John  Shoemaker. 

John  Shoemaker  and  Alfred  M.  Brj^ant,  membei-s  of  claimant's  com- 
pany, swore,  on  February  6,  1875,  that  "on  or  about  the  22d  day  of 
October,  1864,  at  or  near  Benton,  Columbia  County,  Pa.,  he,  the 
said  William  D.  Mitchell,  was  injured  in  the  left  arm  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse."  This  sentence  is  the  sum  of  said  affidavit, 
save  its  formal  paiis.  Said  Bryant,  on  August  7, 1896,  made  affidavit 
again  to  the  same  fact,  further  stating: 

I  remember  that  Mitchell  was  on  detail  duty  during  the  night,  and  was  brought 
into  camp  in  the  morning;  his  left  ann  was  broken,  and  he  was  unfit  for  duty  and 
was  taken  to  the  hospital. 

(It  may  here  be  stated  that  soldier  died  on  February  20, 1892,  being 
in  receipt  of  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890).  Joseph  Kanis,  a  member  of  claimant's  company, 
swore,  on  July  5,  1887,  that  at  the  time  and  place  alleged — 

Soldier  incurred  a  fracture  of  the  left  elbow  by  being  thrown  from  his  horse  in  the 
following  manner:  AVhile  returning  to  camp  from  picket  duty  the  horse  became 
unmanageable  and  threw  him  upon  the  rough  road.  He  was  on  duty  by  order  of 
the  captain  commanding,  i.  e.,  Captain  Lambert,  of  Chambersburg,  Pa.;  I  saw 
William  D.  MitchelPs  injury  immediately  after  the  occurrence,  that  is,  about  an  hour 
afterwards;  I  saw  him  up  to,  say,  the  day  of  his  discharge,  which  was  not  long  after 
the  injury  was  incurred  by  him,  at  Harrisburg,  Pa.,  and  he  was  so  injured  then  from 
the  effects  of  his  being  thrown  from  his  horse,  as  above  stated,  that  he  did  not  recover 
the  use  of  his  arm.  *  *  *  I  was  in  camp  and  saw  William  D.  Mitchell  when  he 
was  brought  in,  which  was  a  very  short  time  after  his  injury. 

Questions  propounded  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  the  affiant 
failed  to  shake  his  testimony  in  any  particular.  He  reiterates,  in  his 
own  language,  the  details  as  recited  in  his  affidavit. 
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There  is  no  other  evidence  of  value  regarding  incurrence,  and  the 
War  Department  has  no  record  of  a  hospital  at  Bloonisburg,  neither 
has  it  any  medical  record  of  the  said  militarj'  organization. 

Soldier's  command  wiis  a  rather  irregular  organization,  appears  to 
have  been  engaged  largelj'  in  provost  duty,  and  the  absence  of  its 
records,  as  well  as  any  history  of  the  improvised  hospital,  is  not 
strange.  The  merits  of  this  case,  under  these  circumstances,  should 
not  })e  affected  })ecause  of  no  record,  and  no  adverse  presumption  can 
attach  by  reason  of  no  record. 

Nothing  further  appears  to  have  been  done  in  this  case  until  after 
the  soldier's  death,  when  his  wife  attempted  to  complete  the  claim. 
A  special  examination  was  held  in  1S05,  and  it  was  show^n  that  the 
captain  and  surgeon  who,  it  is  alleged,  treated  soldier  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  and  soldier's  own  physician,  Dr.  Bunn,  have  long  since 
been  dead.  So  were  Shoemaker  and  Karns,  the  witnesses  hereinbefore 
referred  to.  It  is  not  shown  that  Bryant  was  dead,  and  no  endeavor 
appears  to  have  Ix^en  made  to  take  his  testimony. 

No  one  testities  at  special  examination  regarding  actual  incurrence 
save  one  affiant,  whose  testimony  is  very  similar  to  that  of  Karns,  men- 
tioned above.  He  gives  the  same  version.  This  affiant  filed  an 
original  affidavit,  sworn  to  on  Februaiy  7,  1889,  and  he  reiterates  his 
statements  made  in  said  affidavit,  on  special  examination.  His  reputa- 
tion is,  at  this  date,  below  par,  but  it  seems  that  the  showing  on  this 
point  has  reference  to  his  personal  reputation  by  reason  of  his  dis- 
solute habits  rather  than  to  his  reputation  for  veracity.  It  appears 
that  his  pei-sonal  reputation  was  good  up  to  late  years,  and  it  is  possi- 
ble at  the  date  he  made  his  affidavit  that  nothing  could  l)e  said  against 
him.  I  would  not  place  too  much  reliance  upon  his  statements  uncor- 
roborated, but  inasmuch  as  his  evidence  is  to  the  same  particular  as 
that  already  quoted  from  other  affiants  of  good  standing  it  is  entitled 
to  weight  as  corroborative  evidence. 

But  little  endeavor  appears  to  have  been  made  to  interview  com- 
rades, although  it  should  be  said  that  those  who  were  seen  do  not 
recall  the  alleged  occurrence.  Soldier  appears  to  have  lieen  more 
than  an  ordinarily  well-educated  man,  })ore  a  tirst-class  reputation,  and 
the  testimonv  which  follows  is  from  parties  of  whom  the  special  exam- 
iner states  '*are  of  exceptionally  good  character  and  are,  for  the  most 
part,  old  and  highly  respected  citizens  of  Johnstown,  w-ho  sun'ived 
the  historic  flood  of  1889.-' 

The  soldier  was  married  in  1865,  the  year  after  his  discharge,  and 
his  widow  states  that  when  she  first  knew  him  his  arm  wa*^  injured  to 
such  an  extent  that  he  could  bend  it  but  little  at  the  elbow.  She  testi- 
fies to  the  continuance  of  the  same  disability  up  to  death.  An  affiant 
who  married  soldier's  sister  testities  that  he  saw  him  within  a  month 
after  discharge  and  that  the  arm  was  very  stiff,  with  only  slight  eUK>w 
motion;   that  he  alwavs   carried  his  arm  in  a  peculiarlv  noticeable 
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manner,  and  that  it  remained  in  said  condition  until  death.  Soldier 
was  a  raolder  by  trade,  and  one  of  his  acquaintances  testifies  that  he  saw 
him,  probably  early  in  1865,  and  that  his  arm  was  then  aflFected.  His 
recollection  is  that  the  trouble  was  in  the  elbow  joint  and  below  it.  It 
appears  by  this  affiant  and  others  that  soldier  had  considerable  diffi- 
culty in  using  this  arm  in  his  trade,  but  that  he  was  a  good  workman 
and  always  received  aid  from  his  fellow-workmen  when  he  was  called 
upon  to  do  work  requiring  the  use  of  the  injured  arm.  Soldier's  sister 
testifies  that  she  saw  him  within  a  few  days  aftei;  return  from  the 
service,  and  her  evidence  as  to  the  condition  of  the  arm  is  the  same  as 
heretofore  recited.  Soldier's  nephew  testifies  to  the  disabled  condition 
of  the  arm  in  1871,  at  which  date  he  commenced  to  learn  the  molder's 
trade  from  soldier,  but  states  that  he  knows  the  arm  was  in  the  same 
condition  a  considerable  time  before  then.  He  can  not  fix  the  exact 
date  when  he  first  knew  it.  This  affiant  was  about  9  years  of  age  at 
soldier's  discharge. 

The  manager  of  the  iron  and  steel  foundry  of  the  Johnson  Company, 
at  Johnstown,  Pa. ,  testifies  that  he  worked  with  soldier  in  the  Cam- 
bria Iron  Company  from  1853  up  to  the  time  of  soldier's  enlistment; 
'  that  soldier  returned  from  the  war  in  1864,  and  that  they  went  to 
work  together  again,  immediately  after  discharge,  and  that  his  arm 
was  crippled  at  that  time.  He  further  states  that  the  bones  appeared 
to  have  been  broken  and  the  ami  improperly  set,  the  injury  being 
between  the  elbow  and  wrist.  He  also  testifies  to  the  continued  disa- 
bility. Another  fellow-workman  testifies  to  the  crippled  condition  of 
the  arm,  which  he  firat  saw  in  1865,  and  corroborates  all  of  the  other 
affiants  as  to  continuance,  and  as  to  the  nature  of  the  disability.  A 
fellow-comi*ade  in  a  previous  service  testifies  to  the  soundness  of 
soldier  in  his  second  service,  further  stating  that  he  saw  him  in  the 
fall  of  1864r,  and  that  he  then  had  a  crippled  arm.  His  description  of 
the  disability  is  the  same  as  that  given  by  all  the  witnesses.  The  fore- 
going is  practically  all  there  is  to  the  case.  It  should  be  mentioned, 
however,  that  nearly  all  the  above-quoted  affiants  state  that  soldier 
told  them  that  he  had  sustained  his  injury,  while  in  the  cavalry  serv- 
ice, by  being  thrown  from  his  horse,  and  that  prior  soundness  is  not 
questioned. 

In  summing  up  this  evidence  1  arrive  at  the  following  conclusions, 
viz:  Soldier  was  sound  at  enlistment.  He  is  shown  to  certainly  have 
had  a  crippled  arm  at  discharge,  and  the  aim  remained  in  the  same 
condition  up  to  the  date  of  the  tiling  of  his  first  declaration,  and  such 
condition  continued  up  to  death.  The  absence  of  any  record  is  fully 
accounted  for,  and  while  there  is  no  testimony  of  e3'ewitnesses  as  to 
actual  incurrence,  yet  there  is  good  testimony  as  to  his  disabled  con- 
dition immediately  after  the  alleged  incurrence,  and  there  is  no  valid 
or  cogent  suspicion  i*aised  by  the  history  of  the  case  that  the  alleged 
injuiy  was  the  result  of  any  act  outside  the  line  of  dut\'.     He  was  di^l^ 
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charged  within  a  month  after  the  alleged  incurrence,  and  the  evidence 
shows,  as  stated,  that  his  arm  was  certainly  crippled  at  discharge. 
The  first  medical  examination,  held  on  April  5.  1882,  shows — 

Fracture  of  the  humenw,  left;  there  in  partial  anchyloeia  at  elbow.  He  can  not 
fully  extend  his  ami,  nor  can  he  put  his  hand  to  his  mouth. 

It  is  a  rule  of  law  in  pension  cases  that  when  prior  soundness  is 
shown,  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  had  that  the  injurj^  was  sus- 
tained in  the  service  as  alleged,  there  being  no  circumstances  which 
would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty, 
and  said  injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty.  This  rule  appears 
to  have  been  followed  by  the  Department — it  is  a  sound  one — and  care- 
ful investigation  fails  to  disclose  any  decision  entertaining  a  contrary 
view.  See  Reuben  Moyer  (13  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  577);  Peter  N.  F.  Von  Otten- 
dorf  (3P.  D.,341). 

Now,  in  appl^ung  this  rule  of  law  to  the  facts  in  evidence,  it  is  seen 
that  prior  soundness  has  been  shown.  There  is  a  good  degree  of  proof 
that  the  injury  was  sustained  as  alleged,  and  there  is  not  the  shadow 
of  a  suspicion  raised  by  any  of  the  evidence,  or  by  the  history  of  the 
case,  that  any  act  on  soldier's  part  outside  the  line  of  duty  contributed 
in  the  slightest  manner  toward  the  injury.  It  is  further  shown  that  the 
eflfects  of  the  injury  were  present  at  discharge  and  continued  until  death. 

It  must  therefore  be  concluded  that  service  origin,  in  line  of  duty, 
of  the  alleged  injury  to  the  arm  has  been  shown,  and  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  must  be  vacated  and  the  claim  admitted. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  soldier  was  guilty  of  laches  in  allowing 
time  to  elapse  so  that  three  important  witnesses  are  now  dead,  from 
whom  it  was  probable  very  reliable  evidence  could  have  been  secured. 
If  this  were  true  there  would  be  some  force  in  the  suggestion;  but  the 
papers  in  the  case  show  that  soldier,  up  to  the  date  of  his  death,  made 
repeated  attempts  to  have  his  case  adjudicated,  and  to  be  advised  as  to 
what,  if  any,  evidence  was  lacking,  and  all  without  avail.  Under  such 
circumstances  laches  can  not  be  attributed  to  him. 

Motion  sustained  and  action  reversed. 


CONSTRUCTION- ACT  MARCH  3,   1 899-RETROACTrrVE   L.AW8-DKSERTKD 

WIFE. 

Catharine  Richards  v.  James  J.  Richards. 

1.  To  entitle  the  deserted  wife  of  an  invalid  penyioner  to  receive  one-half  the  pen- 
sion of  her  husband  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  must 
appear  that  she  has  been  deserted  by  said  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  subse<iuent  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  said  act  being  wholly 
prospective  and  not  retroactive  in  its  operation  and  character.  (See  case  of 
Mar>' Ann  Rotheryr.  Henry  N.  Rother>'  (11  P.  D.,  77). 
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2.  The  application  of  Catharine  Richards  nnder  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one- 
half  the  pension  of  this  appellant,  James  J.  Richards,  having  been  filed  in  the 
Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899,  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  said  act,  was  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  no  legal  rights  what- 
ever having  accrued  to  her  on  said  date  under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

{Asal^tant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cornmissicmer  of  Pe7i8loru% 

Septeniher  15^  1900.) 

James  J.  Richards,  late  private,  Company  G,  Seventeenth  Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer  Cavalry,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the 
general  pension  law,  certificate  No.  281830,  at  the  rate  of  $17  per 
month,  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart  and  varicose 
veins  of  right  leg. 

Catharine  Richards  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899, 
an  application,  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  proviso  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  for  one-half  of  the  pension  of  said  pensioner,  alleging 
that  she  was  his  lawful  wife,  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances,  and  that, she  had  been  deserted  by  said  pen- 
sioner for  a  period  of  over  six  months. 

After  due  notice  to  said  pensioner  of  said  application,  and  consid- 
eration of  the  evidence  filed  in  the  case  by  both  parties,  said  applica- 
tion was,  on  May  7,  1900,  approved  for  admission,  and  one-half  the 
pension  of  said  pensioner  was  ordered  and  directed  to  be  paid  to  said 
Catharine  Richards. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  by  said  pensioner  on  May  24, 1900. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  under  which  this  appli- 
cation for  one-half  the  pension  of  said  pensioner  was  made,  and  which 
are  applicable  thereto,  are  contained  in  the  first  proviso  of  said  act, 
and  are  as  follows: 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in 
necessitous  circumstances,  *  *  *  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  directed, 
upon  being  satisfied  by  competent  evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one-half  of 
the  pension  due  or  to  become  due  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of  such 
desertion  to  be  paid  to  the  wife. 

The  question  whether  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1899,  were  to  be  construed  as  having  a  retroactive  signification  and  as 
authorizing  the  depriving  the  pensioner  of  one-half  of  his  pension  and 
the  payment  of  the  same  to  the  wife  upon  proof  of  a  desertion  of  the 
wife  by  the  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six  months  at  any  time 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  or  whether  they  were 
strictly  prospective  in  character  and  operation  and  referred  only  to 
such  desertion  subsequent  to  said  date,  was  most  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively considered  and  discussed  in  a  recent  decision  of  this  Depai-tment 
in  the  case  of  Mary  Ann  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77). 
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wherein  it  was  expressly  held  and  decided  that  the  provisions  of  siiJ 
act  were  wholly  prospective,  and  not  retroactive  in  character  and  opr 
ation,  and  the  desertion  which  would  authorize  the  pa^Tiient  of  oir- 
half  the  pension  to  the  wife  under  said  provisions  must  be  shown  to  If-  ] 
the  desertion  of  the  wife  by  the  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  >ix 
months  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Since  in  the  present  case  the  application  of  Catharine  Richards  w;r 
filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899,  but  forty-three  ilay> 
after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1S99,  it  is  obvious  tliat  tin 
conditions  entitling  her  to  relief  did  not  exist,  and  that  no  legal  right- 
whatever  had  accrued  to  her  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  at  tlu 
date  of  filing  said  application.  Sufficient  time  had  not  elapsed  to  make 
it  possible  for  her  to  prove  the  desertion  named  in  the  act,  which  i- 
the  sole  and  only  basis  of  her  right  to  receive  one-half  the  pon>ii)n 
of  the  pensioner  under  its  provisions,  and  consequently  she  had  no 
standing  whatever  before  the  law  at  the  time  of  filing  said  applii'ation. 
Said  application  was  therefore  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  and 
should  have  been  dismissed  without  further  consideration,  and  th^^ 
adjudication  and  allowance  of  the  claim  of  said  Catharine  thereunder 
was  manifestly  erroneous  and  improper. 

The  action  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken  is  accordingly  herel\v 
reversed  and  set  aside,  and  you  are  directed  to  restore  to  the  pensioner 
the  one-half  of  his  pension  of  whic^h  he  has  been  deprived,  and  which 
has  been  paid  to  said  Catharine  by  virtue  of  said  action  and  the  order- 
and  directions  made  in  pursuance  thereof. 

It  may  be  incidentally  remarked,  with  reference  to  its  l)earing  upon 
any  future  controversy  between  these  parties  on  this  subject,  that  it 
does  not  appear,  from  an  examination  of  the  papers  in  this  case,  that 
a  case  of  desertion  of  said  Catharine  b}'  the  pensioner  has  l>een  made 
out  or  that  such  desertion  for  a  period  of  over  six  months,  or  any 
other  period,  has  been  established  at  ain^  time.  On  the  contrary,  the 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  not  only  strongly  indicates  that  said 
Catharine  is  not  a  woman  of  good  moral  character,  but  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly shows  that  she  drove  the  pensioner  away  from  his  home  and 
refused  to  live  with  him,  and  has  since  repeatedly  declined  and  refused 
to  return  and  live  with  the  pensioner  as  his  wife  when  solicited  by  him 
so  to  do.  These  facts  would  indicate  that  the  pensioner  never  desert^xl 
his  wife,  but  that  she  deserted  him,  and  would  clearly  not  entitle  the 
wife  to  receive  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899,  even  if  it  were 
proper  to  consider  this  case  on  its  merits.  The  proper  legal  signifi- 
cation of  the  term  "desertion,"  as  used  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
and  the  facts  necessary  to  be  established  to  constitute  a  desertion  of 
the  wife  by  the  pensioner  which  would  entitle  her  to  receive  one-half 
the  pension  of  her  hus})and  under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  were  very 
clearly  stat<3d  and  thoroughly  discussed  in  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
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ment  above  cited,  and  the  views  and  conclusions  therein  expressed 
should  control  in  the  adjudication  of  any  future  claim  by  said  Catha- 
rine for  a  division  of  the  pension  of  the  pensioner  under  the  provisions 
of  said  act. 


decltvration— sufficrency-amendments. 

Alphonso  W.  Ellis. 

A  declaration  iii  a  pension  claim,  aside  from  its  formal  parte,  is  not  invalid  if  it  sub- 
stantially sets  forth  the  facte  upon  which  the  claim  is  based.  It  is  sufficiently 
certain  if  it  can  be  made  certain.  Because  it  is  subject  to  amendment  to  make 
more  definite  and  certain,  it  is  not,  thereby,  invalid. 

AsMi^tufit  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coinmiss loner  of  Pensions y 

September  29,  1900. 

^Vlphonso  W.  Ellis,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  C,  Twenty -third 
Maine  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  his  declaration  under  the  general  law 
on  June  26,  1879,  claim  being  rejected  on  June  28,  1898  (the  second 
time),  on  the  ground  that  alleged  hernia  was  not  incurred  in  the  serv- 
ice. A  motion  had  been  made  before  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
to  the  effect  that  the  terms  of  the  declaration  were  suflicient  to  cover 
injury  to  the  spermatic  cord  and  testicles,  and  although  said  motion 
was  not  passed  upon  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  an  appeal  was 
filed  on  August  18, 1898,  covering  the  issue  raised  by  the  said  motion. 
The  papers  were  returned  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  under 
departmental  decision  of  August  14, 1900,  with  instructions  to  dispose 
of  the  motion,  and  they  have  been  returned  with  a  recorded  action, 
taken  September  7, 1900,  that  the  declaration  of  1879  is  not  broad 
enough  to  cover  an  allegation  of  injury  to  spermatic  cord  and  testicles. 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  wholly  as  to  the  scope  of  the  declaration 
filed  on  June  26,  1879,  which  declaration  alleges: 

That  while  a  member  of  the  organization  aforesaid,  and  in  the  service  and  line  of 

his  duty,  near  Edwards  Ferry,  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  on  or  about  the day  of 

December,  1862,  while  in  a  wagon,  he  was  thrown  therefrom,  striking  on  one  of  the 
wheels,  caused  by  a  wheel  sticking  into  a  hole,  resulting  in  rupture  of  the  right  side 
or  groin. 

His  personal  affidavits  reiterate,  practically,  the  above  statements, 
in  which  he  describes  his  injury  as  "rupture." 

This  case  was  before  the  Department  on  October  20,  1894,  and  in 
an  opinion  promulgated  on  said  date  it  was  shown  that  a  veritable 
hernia  did  not  exist  until  1892,  but  in  said  opinion  it  is  also  said  that — 

There  is  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  an  injury  was  incurred  by  claimant  sub- 
Etantially  in  the  manner  alleged  by  him,  but  the  best  evidence  indicates  that  the  only 
result  of  the  same  was  an  enlargement  of  the  8x>ermatic  cord  and  a  swelling  of  the 
right  testicle.  ^  , 
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It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  this  last  point  at  length,  for  it  goes  to 
the  merits  of  the  case  and  not  to  the  scope  of  the  declaration.  The 
quoted  part  is  inserted  in  this  opinion,  however,  in  order  to  show  that 
claimant  has  endeavored  to  establish  his  case  b}"  proving  an  injury  to 
have  been  incurred.  In  support  of  such  statement  in  the  aforesaid 
departmental  decision,  it  is  noted  that  there  is  some  little  evidcmf* 
tending  to  show  that,  notwithstanding  claimant  was  told  by  well- 
informed  parties  that  the  injury  received  in  the  service  did  not  result 
in  a  rupture — which  is  the  term  used  in  common  parlance  to  designato 
a  hernia — yet  he  has  always  insisted  upon  referring  to  the  injure'  a- 
ha\nng  produced  a  rupture. 

In  this  connection  it  is  observed,  in  pension  cases,  that  many  soldiers 
as  well  as  civilians,  often  embracing  men  who  are  more  than  ordinarily 
intelligent  and  well  informed,  do  not  have  a  correct  idea  of  the  technii^al 
meaning  of  the  term  "rupture."  While  a  protrusion  of  the  viscera 
is  necessary  to  constitute  a  veritable  hernia,  yet  an  injury  to  the  abdo- 
men which  does  not  involve  the  protrusion  of  the  viscera  is  often 
referred  to  bj-  those  other  than  members  of  the  medical  profession  a.s 
a  ''  rupture,"  a  '*  hernia,"  or  *'  breach,"  when  the  structure  of  the  parts 
is  affected.  Such  has  been  the  case  in  the  testimony  in  the  withiu 
claim. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  anatomy 
of  the  aMominal  walls  or  the  viscera,  it  being  sufficient  to  state  that 
the  apparent  confusion  in  the  use  of  terms  in  describing  the  result^ 
of  an  injury  to  the  abdomen  is  not  strange,  in  view  of  the  close  rela- 
tion that  the  spermatic  cord  and  testicles  have  to  the  abdominal  walls. 

The  gist  of  the  declaration  in  question  is  an  injury  to  the  right  groin; 
the  result  of  this  injury  was  claimed  to  be  a  i-upture,  and  the  true 
question  is:  Did  the  alleged  injury  of  the  abdomen,  or  right  groin,  or 
right  side,  result  in  a  pensionable  disability  ? 

The  declaration  in  a  pension  claim  bears  a  corresponding  relation  to 
its  case  as  does  the  declaration  or  complaint  in  a  case  at  law.  Such  a 
declaration  is  good  if  it  substantially  sets  forth  the  cause  of  action  in 
such  terms  that  an  issue  can  be  joined,  and  is  sufficiently  certain  if  it 
can  be  made  certain. 

The  declaration  in  the  within  case  is  similar  to  one  in  a  case  at  law, 
in  which  a  motion  would  lie  to  make  the  allegations  more  definite  and 
certain.  It  is  not  one  which  would  be  open  to  demurrer,  or  which 
would  be  stricken  out  for  want  of  exactness,  neither  is  it  one  which 
could  be  successfully  demurred  to  during  trial,  because  the  proof, 
such  as  has  been  referred  to  herein,  did  not  correspond  to  the  allega- 
tions. 

The  true  mission  of  a  declaration,  whether  it  be  in  a  case  at  law  or 
in  a  pension  claim,  is  that  it  should  state  the  facts  which  are  the  basis 
of  the  claim  in  such  language  and  with  such  definiteness  and  clearness 
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that  the  party  against  whom  the  claim  is  filed  be  apprised  of  the 
demand  in  terms  which  may  not  be  mistaken,  misinterpreted,  or  con- 
fused. 

In  the  claim  under  consideration  the  soldier  herein  has  filed  a  claim 
against  the  Government,  the  basis  of  which  is  an  injmy.  He  has  set 
forth  the  cause  which  led  up  to  the  injury  in  unmistakable  terms. 
That  he  states  he  was  ''ruptured"  by  reason  of  the  injury  is  of  little 
moment.  The  injury  is  the  cardinal  point  of  the  declaration,  aside 
from  the  statutory  parts,  while  the  precise  disability  arising  or  result- 
ing from  said  injury,  and  the  parts  affected,  are  matters  of  proof  and 
not  necessarily  of  allegation.  Sufficient  facts  are  set  forth  under  which 
issue  can  be  joined  without  the  Government  being  taken  by  surprise, 
and  enough  documents  have  been  filed  to  practically  amend  the  decla- 
ration making  an  injury  to  the  spennatic  cord  and  testicles  the  basis 
of  the  claim.  Any  intention  to  express  an  opinion  upon  any  phase  of 
the  merits  of  the  case  is  disavowed. 

Action  reversed. 


practice— reopexing-i.imitation— order  10«. 

William  W.  Wilds. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does  not 
show  a  d^ree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned  causes  that  is  equivalent  to  the  loss 
of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  manual  labor,  which  must  be  shown  before  the  appellant 
can  receive  the  next  higher  rate  of  pension.  As  the  evidence  referred  to  by  the 
appellant  was  not  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  letter  of  rejection  had  been 
mailed,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  reopen  the  rejected  claim  was 
proper  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice.     Actions  affirme<i. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cmnmissumer  of  Pensions^ 

Septemhei^  29,  1900. 

This  appellant,  William  W.  Wilds,  late  second  lieutenant  Company  K, 
Tenth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  pensioned  under  the  general  law 
at  $17  per  month,  by  certificate  No.  177864,  for  dyspepsia  and  rheu- 
matism. He  applied  for  an  increase  of  pension  on  November  14, 1892, 
but  his  claim  was  rejected  on  May  2,  1895,  because  no  increase  of  dis- 
ability had  been  found  on  medical  examination.  On  Januarj'  5,  1899, 
he  filed  some  affidavits,  medical  and  lay,  to  reopen  his  rejected  claim; 
but  the  Bureau  declined  to  do  so,  because  the  evidence  was  not  filed 
until  after  ninety  days  had  elapsed  since  the  letter  of  rejection  had 
been  sent  to  the  claimant. 

On  June  2,  1900,  the  pensioner  filed  an  appeal  from  both  of  these 
actions,  and  stated  that  he  fully  believed  that  the  certificate  of  medical 
examination  made  under  his  claim  showed  that  his  disability  had 
increased  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  than  that  which  he 
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now  receives,  and  alleged  that  the  Bureau  had  erred  in  refusing  to 
reopen  his  claim  for  increase  because  the  evidence  filed  to  reopen  it 
had  not  been  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  mailing  of  the  notice  of 
rejection,  and  added  that — 

If  I  understand  the  rulings  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  a  rejected  claim  may 
be  called  from  the  rejected  files  at  any  time  by  manifesting  a  desire  to  complete  it 
and  filing  material  evidence,  and  that  when  th^e  conditions  are  complied  ^ith  there 
is  no  limitation  of  time. 

This  latter  statement  of  the  appellant  is  correct  so  far  as  reopening 
rejected  original  claims  is  concerned;  but  on  February  24,  1893,  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  issued  Order  No.  192,  in  which  it  was  ordered 
that— 

Applications  for  the  reopening  of  increase  claims  and  the  filing  of  evidence  there- 
under shall  be  limited  to  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  mailing  of  the  letter  of  rejec- 
tion. If  the  application,  with  evidence  in  such  cases,  is  not  made  within  the  ninety 
days,  as  aforesaid,  the  rejection  shall  be  considered  final,  and  if  the  party  desires  to 
prosecute  a  claim  for  increase  of  his  pension  it  will  be  necessary  for  him  to  file  the 
regular  application. 

In  the  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9, 1898,  this  order 
is  quoted  in  paragraph  3  on  page  122,  and  as  part  of  the  regulations  of 
the  Bureau.  The  reason  for  this  order  is  manifest,  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that  a  pensioner's  disability  may  have  greatl}'  increased  after 
the  date  of  the  certificate  of  medical  examination  upon  which  his  claim 
for  increase  was  rejected,  and  that  as  said  action  of  rejection  was 
proper  at  the  time  it  was  taken  it  should  not  be  reversed  and  reopened 
because  a  different  condition  of  affairs  may  exist  ninety  days  or  more 
after  the  claimant  had  been  informed  that  his  claim  had  been  rejected. 
Under  a  different  practice  a  claim  for  increase  might  never  be  consid- 
ered as  settled  until  it  had  been  allowed. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  on  which  the  rejection  of 
appellant's  claim  for  increase  was  denied  was  made  by  a  board  of  sur- 
geons on  May  10,  1893,  which  stated  that  he  was  53  years  old,  was  5 
feet  Si  inches  in  height,  and  weighed  195  pounds,  and  had  a  pulse  rate 
of  105,  with  22  respirations  per  minute.  His  temperature  was  stated 
to  be  99^,  which  would  seem  to  indicate  a  feverish  condition  of  his 
system  which  was  not  due  to  pensioned  causes,  for  the  description 
given  by  the  board  does  not  show  that  he  was  suffering  from  any 
exacerbation  at  the  time  of  his  examination.  This  condition  would 
also  produce  an  increase  in  the  pulse  rate  and  respiration. 

The  board  stated  further  that  the  tongue  was  furred  and  red,  his 
skin  was  moist  and  clean,  and  the  body  was  well  nourished;  that  the 
stomach  was  very  full,  well  outlined,  and  very  tender. 

The  objective  signs  of  rheumatism  were  1  inch  atrophy  of  right  hip, 
thigh,  and  knee,  crepitation  in  knee  joints,  a  swelling  of  the  left  elbow 
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SO  that  it  was  three-fourths  inch  larger  than  the  right,  a  swelling  of 
the  left  wrist  so  that  it  was  one-half  inch  larger  than  its  fellow,  and 
crepitation  in  both  elbows  and  shoulder  joints. 

No  organic  disease  of  the  heart  was  found,  but  its  action  was  stated 
to  be  irregular  and  intermittent  and  its  rate  was  increased  to  110  on 
standing.  All  other  organs  were  said  to  be  normal.  The  board  stated 
that  they  did  not  consider  that  the  pensioner's  disability  was  equiva- 
lent to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  manual  labor. 

The  appellant  is  now  in  receipt  of  a  pension  of  $17  per  month,  and 
before  he  can  be  given  the  next  higher  rate  it  must  be  shown  that  his 
disability  is  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  the  purposes 
of  manual  labor,  which  clearly  has  not  been  done. 

The  evidence  filed  refers  to  his  physical  condition  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  theexaminations  quoted,  and  hence  is  of  no  value  in  determin- 
ing his  condition  in  1893. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  it  is  believed  that 
the  a<3tions  of  the  Bureau  in  denial  of  increase  and  in  refusal  to  reopen 
the  claim  for  increase,  upon  evidence,  which  had  been  filed  more  than 
ninety  da\^s  after  the  rejection  of  the  claim,  were  correct  and  in 
accordance  with  the  facts  in  the  case  and  the  practice  of  the  Depart- 
ment. 

These  actions  are  therefore  affinued. 


mabriaoe  and  divobce— impediment— kansas. 

Elizabeth  Lockwood  (widow). 

The  deceased- soldier  married  the  appellant  by  ceremony  in  the  State  of  Kansas  in 
1875,  at  a  time  when  he  had  a  former  wife  living,  who  Hubnequently  obtained 
a  divorce  from  him  in  the  State  of  Mi(;higan  in  1877,  which  facts  were  unknown 
to  the  appellant  during  the  lifetime  of  the  soldier.  The  api)ellant  and  the  soldier 
lived  together  continuously  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  united 
in  church  membership  as  husband  and  wife,  joined  in  the  execution  of  deeds 
and  conveyances  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  by  their  relatives, 
friends,  and  neighbors  from  and  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their 
marriage  in  1877  up  to  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  in  1898,  a  period  of  twenty- 
one  years. 

Hetd^  That  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  where  the  parties  resided,  a  valid 
(;onimon-law  marriage  will  be  presumed  to  have  l)een  contracted  by  them  after 
the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  lawful  union. 

(State  x\  Walker,  3r>  Kan.,  297;  State  r.  Hughes,  35  Kan.,  626;  State  v.  :McFarland, 
38  Kan.,  664;  Matney  r.  Linn,  59  Kan.,  613;  and  Shorten  r.  Judd,  60  Kan.,  73.) 

A.s%istant  Secretary  F,  L,  Camphell  to  the  Ctnnnuasioner  <tf  PenHumH^ 

October  8,  1000. 

Elizabeth  Lockwood  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  Januaiy  2(>,  1899, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of 
P.  D. — ^VOL.  11—7  ..y  u....y  ^ — gls 
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the  at't  of  June  27,  181)0,  lus  widow  of  Edgar  X.  Lockwood  (deceased), 
late  private.  Company  A,  Sixth  Michij^an  Vohmteer  Cavalry,  alleging 
a  service  by  said  soldier  in  said  organization  of  ninety  days  and  moi-e 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  an  honorable  discharge  from  said 
service,  and  his  death  on  November  7, 181)8,  leaving  her  without  other 
means  of  support  than  her  daily  lalK)r. 

Said  application  was  rejected  on  Deceml)er  15,  181)9,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  claimant  had  never  been  lawfully  married  to  the  dece4i:>ed 
soldier  and  was  not  his  widow,  he  having  had  a  living  and  undivorced 
wife  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  to  him  in  1875. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  March  5,  1900. 

The  facts  material  to  the  action  taken  and  the  issue  presented  by  the 
appeal  in  this  case,  are  clearly  shown  by  the  evidence,  are  few  and 
undisputed. 

Th(^  soldier  and  the  appellant  were  duly  married  in  the  State  of 
Kansas  ])y  license  and  ceremony,  as  required  ])v  the  laws  of  that  State, 
on  S(»ptember  12,  1875,  and  lived  together  continuously  in  that  State 
as  husl)and  and  wife  from  that  date  until  the  soldier's  death,  which  is 
shown  to  have  occurred  upon  the  date  alleged,  November  7,  1898,  three 
childnMi  having  been  })orn  to  the  appellant  as  the  issue  of  said  mar- 
riage. During  this  period  the  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  and  apj.>el- 
lant  at  all  times  publicly  acknowledged  and  recognized  ea(»h  other  as 
husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  and  acknowledged  by  their 
relatives,  friends,  and  neighbors,  and  by  all  with  whom  they  C4Uii<*  in 
contact.  They  united  in  church  mem})ership  as  husband  and  wif<\ 
and  were  so  recognized  in  their  church  relations  during  all  the  tune  of 
their  association  together,  and  it  is  shown  by  the  public  records  of 
deeds  that  they  at  various  times  united  as  husband  and  wife  in  the 
execution  of  deeds  and  convej-ances  conveying  and  mortgaging  real 
estiite. 

It  furthermore  appears  from  the  evidence  that  at  the  date  of  the 
soldier's  marriage  to  the  appellant  he  had  a  wife  living  and  undivorced, 
to  whom  he  had  been  lawfully  married  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  and 
who  subsequenth^  obtained  a  divorce  from  him,  on  the  ground  of  deser- 
tion and  failure  to  support,  in  the  circuit  court  of  Kalamazoo  County. 
Michigan,  on  July  2,  1877,  about  two  years  after  his  marriage  to  the 
appellant,  as  appears  from  a  duly  ceitiiied  and  authenticated  tnin- 
>script  of  the  decree  of  said  couii;. 

It  is  asserted  !)}'  the  appellant,  and  in  this  she  seems  to  be  fully 
corroborated  by  the  evidence,  that  although  she  knew  that  the  soldier 
had  been  previously  married  she  was  informed  by  him  before  she  mar- 
ried him  that  he  had  bc^en  divorced  from  his  first  wife,  and  that  she  so 
believed  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  and  during  all  the  time  that  she 
lived  with  the  soldier  as  his  wife,  and  never  learned  to  the  contrary- 
until  after  his  death  and  after  she  had  applied  for  pension  as  his  widow. 
%wlien,  on  being  called  upon  by  the  Pension  Bureau  to  furnish  proof  of 
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the  dissolution  of  the  first  marriage  of  the  soldier,  .she  obtained  a  copy 
of  the  decree  of  divorce  from  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  the 
State  of  Michigan  in  which  it  had  been  rendered,  and  then  for  the  first 
time  became  aware  that  said  divorce  had  been  granted  nearly  two  years 
after  her  marriage  to  the  soldier. 

That  the  marriage  of  the  soldier  and  the  appellant  in  1875  was,  under 
these  cireumstances  and  under  the  laws  of  Kansas,  absolutely  null  and 
void,  and  had  no  force  and  validit}^  whatever  and  created  no  legal  bond 
of  matrimony  between  the  soldier  and  the  appellant  can.  not  be  ques- 
tioned. Tn  the  case  of  Fuller  v.  Fuller  (33  E^nsas,  582)  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas  states: 

That  a  marriage  where  one  of  the  partie8  at  the  time  has  a  husband  or  wife  living 
\A  vi>id,  absohitely  and  in  all  its  aspects,  we  suppose  no  one  w-ill  question.  It  re^juires 
no  judgment  of  divorce  or  of  nullity  to  render  it  void.  It  is  void  inherently  and 
from  the  beginning. 

It  is  not  contended,  however,  in  this  appeal  that  the  ceremonial  mar- 
riage of  the  soldier  and  the  appellant  was  good  in  law  or  that  it  had 
any  force  and  validity,  nor  does  the  appellant  base  her  claim  to  recog- 
nition as  the  widow  of  said  soldier  upon  said  ceremonial  marriage,  but 
it  is  urged  that  a  valid  common  law  or  consensual  marriage  should  be 
presumed  to  have  been  contracted  between  the  soldier  and  the  appel- 
lant subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the  legal  impediment  to  their  lawful 
wedlock  b}^  the  divorce  of  the  first  wife  from  their  continuous  cohabita- 
tion as  husband  and  wife,  and  their  public  acknowledgment  of  each 
other  as  such,  and  their  universal  recognition  as  husband  and  wife  by 
the  community  in  which  they  lived  during  the  whole  period  of  about 
twenty -one  years  that  elapsed  between  the  removal  of  said  impediment 
in  1877  and  the  death  of  the  soldier  in  181)8. 

This  case  is  very  similar  to,  and  almost  identical  as  to  the  facts  pre- 
.sented  by  the  evidence  with,  the  cases  of  Margaret  L.  Thomas  (9  P.  D., 
139)  and  Fredricka  Kent  (10  P.  D.,  211).  Tn  the  first  of  said  cases  it 
wa8  decided  by  this  Department  that  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
would  be  presumed,  after  the  removal  of  a  legal  impediment  to  lawful 
matrimony,  from  the  continuous  cohabitation  of  the  parties  under 
circumstances  exactly  similar  to  those  existing  in  the  present  case, 
under  the  laws  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  in  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan, where  the  parties  in  that  case  resided  during  the  cohabitation; 
and  in  the  latter  case  it  was  decided  that  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
would  be  presumed  in  the  State  of  Ohio  under  similar  circumstances. 

In  the  case  of  Fredricka  Kent  (supra)  the  general  scope  of  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  diflFerent  States  of  the  Union  relative  to 
a  common-law  marriage  arising  upon  the  removal  of  a  preexisting 
impediment  to  lawful  matrimony  was  well  stated,  as  follows: 

As  to  a  common-law  marriage  arising?  upon  the  removal  of  a  preexisting  impedi- 
ment, it  can  not  be  succesv^fnlly  denied  ])ut  that  the  api)ellate  (H)iirts  in  different 
States  are  not  in  unison  in  their  oi)inions  ui)on  a  given  Htate  of  facts,  but  it  is  evident 
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that  the  general  pcope  of  the  deoipione  upon  thi?  point  are  plainly  divigiihle  into  two 
classefl:  First,  thot<e  which  romj)el  a  nhowing  that  a  new  relation  has  l^een  entert^l 
into  after  the  removal  of  the  inijiediinent,  wich  relation  to  be  established  nj>on 
evident-e  pn)ving  that  the  i>artieH  were  aware  of  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  and 
that  they  thereafter  practically  agreed  to  a  new  contract;  second,  those  which  allow 
a  presumption  of  a  new  contract  to  obtain  by  rea«>n  of  such  conditions  as  would 
prove  a  common-law  marriage.  The  decisions  in  both  classes  are  founded  u^xm  the 
establishment  of  a  common-law  marriage,  but  one  class  relies  ujx)n  pnwf  that  a  new 
relation  has  l)een  actually  entered  into  as  a  fact,  while  the  other  cla«<  rests  iijxjn  a 
presumption  of  such  fact.  The  line  between  these  two  classes  is  a  broad  one,  and  it 
is  as  clearly  discernible  as  that  which  separates  a  proof  of  actual  death  and  th(^>e 
facts  upon  which  a  presumption  of  <leatli  rests,  f)r  as  l;)etween  something  })roveil  by 
direc't  or  something  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence. 

The  appellant  and  the  deceased  soldier  having  resided  durincr  the 
whole  period  of  their  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of 
Kansas,  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  must  he  proved,  under  the  require- 
ments of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7, 18S2,  to  have  been 
a  legal  marriage  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  that  State.  Hence  it 
is  only  necessary  to  consider  under  which  of  the  above -enumerated 
classes  of  decisions  those  of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  on  this  sub- 
ject belong,  since  it  is  obvious  that  if  they  belong  to  the  second  class 
a  common-law  marriage  between  the  appellant  and  the  decreased  soldier 
will  be  presumed  to  have  taken  place  subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the 
impediment  to  their  lawful  union  from  their  cohabitation  and  recogni- 
tion as  husband  and  wife  under  the  circumstances  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence, which  would  be  a  valid  and  legal  marriage  under  the  laws  of 
that  State,  and  entitle  this  appellant  to  recognition  as  the  pensionable 
widow  of  the  soldier. 

Marriage  at  common  law  is  recognized  as  legal  and  valid  in  the 
State  of  Kansas.  In  the  case  of  the  State  r.  Walker  (86Kansas,  '2U7) 
the  supreme  couH  of  Kansas  declared  the  law  of  that  State  on  this 
subject  to  be  as  follows: 

The  mutual  present  assent  to  immediate  marriage  by  persons  capable  of  assuming 
that  relation  is  sufficient  to  constitute  narriage  at  common  law;  and  such  a  marriage 
will  be  sustained  in  this  State  when  its  validity  is  directly  drawn  in  question. 

And  in  the  same  case  the  court  further  stated,  relative  to  the  proof 
necessary  to  establish  the  existence  of  such  a  marriage,  as  follows: 

When  persons  who  are  permitted  to  marry  "live  together  as  man  and  wife"  it 
may  be  taken  as  an  expression  of  consent,  and  consent  under  these  cin»umstancH».'=  is 
sufficient,  as  we  have  seen,  to  constitute  a  marriage  at  common  law. 

The  same  doctrine  was  also  announced  in  the  cases  of  State  r.  Hughes 
(35  Kansas,  626),  and  State  r.  McFarland  (38  Kansas,  664);  and  in  the 
late  case  of  Matney  v.  Linn  (59  Kansas,  613),  which  w^as  a  case  where 
the  parties  commenced  to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  without 
any  formal  marriage  ceremony,  and  at  a  time  when  an  impediment  to 
lawful  matrimony  existed,  and  continued  such  cohabitation  after  such 
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impediment  was  removed  and  until  the  death  of  one  of  them,  the  court 
said: 

The  fact  that  *  *  *  there  was  no  formal  marriage  at  that  time  does  not  argue 
that  they  did  not  again  enter  the  marriage  relation.  It  appears  that  there  was  at 
that  time  a  mutual  present  assent  of  the  parties  to  immediate  marriage.  They 
became  capable  of  lawfully  assuming  that  relation,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  consent 
and  agreement  they  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  good  faith  until  they  were 
Pt*parate<i  by  death.  These  things  were  sufficient  to  constitute  a  valid  consensual 
marriage. 

The  foregoing  ruling  was  sustained  and  cited  with  approval  by  the 
couil  in  the  still  more  recent  case  of  Shorten  t\  Judd  (60  Kansas,  73 
and  277). 

But  one  conclusion  is  possible  from  the  foregoing,  and  that  is  that  the 
Kansas  courts  hold  that  a  valid  common-law  or  consensual  marriage  will 
be  presumed,  after  the  removal  of  an  impediment  that  invalidated  a 
former  marriage  between  the  same  parties,  from  the  cohabitation  and 
recognition  of  said  parties  as  husband  and  wife  under  circumstances 
indicating  a  matrimonial  intent. 

In  the  present  case  every  element  of  a  valid  common-law  marriage 
is  presented  by  the  established  and  admitted  facts  as  hereinbefore 
stated,  and,  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  cited,  it  must  be  held  that 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas  a  valid  common-law  marriage  is 
presumed  to  have  been  consummated  between  the  appellant  and  the 
deceased  soldier  from  and  after  the  removal,  in  1877,  of  the  legal 
impediment  to  their  lawful  wedlock  which  invalidated  their  attempted 
marriage  by  ceremony  in  1875. 

The  appellant  having  proved  her  marriage  to  the  deceased  soldier 
to  be  a  legal  marriage  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  they 
resided  at  the  time  said  marriage  occurred,  and  where  she  resided 
when  her  right  to  pension  accrued,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
and  requirements  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  x\ugust  7,  1882, 
she  was  the  lawful  wife  of  said  soldier,  and  when  she  filed  her  applica- 
tion for  pension  herein  she  was  his  widow,  and  should  have  been 
accepted  and  recognized  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  upon  the  ground  stated  was,  therefore, 
error,  and  is  hereby  set  aside  and  reversed,  and  you  are  directed  to 
cause  the  same  to  be  reopened  and  adjudicated  upon  its  merits,  recog- 
nizing and  accepting  the  appellant  as  the  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier. 
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evidence-burden  of  proof-piiesumptions-marriage. 
Augusta  M.  Koschwitz  (widow). 

There  being  nothing  whatever  in  the  evidence  tending  to  show  this  soldier  wa^  ever 
married  prior  to  his  formal  marriage  to  claimant  in  1886,  at  which  time  he  wa.-' 
66  years  of  age,  and  the  testimony  showing  that  from  the  time  of  his  disc-hanff 
from  service  in  1864  until  such  marriage  he  way  always  considered  a  single  man, 
her  marriage  to  the  soldier  nmst  l>e  presumed  to  have  been  valid,  and  the  burden 
of  proof  of  its  invalidity  is  upon  the  Government. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Caiiip^}eU  to  the  Commtsslmier  of  Pensioti.<^ 

Octobey^  12,  1900, 

This  appellant,  Augusta  M.  Koschwitz,  on  April  25,  1894,  filed  a 
claim,  No.  594607,  for  pension,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  the 
widow  of  Ernst  Koschwitz,  who  was  a  member,  from  July  10,  1801, 
to  July  23,  1864,  of  Company  C,  Twenty-eighth  Ohio  Infantrj^,  and 
died  Januaiy  18,  1894. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  July,  1898,  on  the  ground  of — 

Claimant's  declared  inability  to  prove  that  soldier  had  not  been  previously  married 
(he  being  66  years  of  age  at  date  of  her  marriage  to  him)  and  hence  that  she  is  his 
legal  widow. 

On  August  81,  1898,  she,  through  her  attorneys,  appealed,  contend- 
ing that  the  rejection  is  indefinite,  that  she  has  proved  her  marriage 
to  the  soldier,  that  no  reason  wh\'  it  should  be  considered  invalid  i-? 
known,  and  that  it  should,  in  fact,  be  presumed  to  be  valid  until  thfe 
contrary  is  proved. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  is  clearly  erroneous  on  the  facts.  There 
is  not  the  slightest  evidence  \\\  the  case,  nor  any  reason  for  suspicion, 
that  the  soldier  was  ever  married  prior  to  his  formal  marriage  to 
claimant  in  California  in  1886,  shown  by  record  evidence  thereof.  Not 
only  this,  but  the  minister  who  performed  the  ceremony  stated  in  his 
ofiicial  return  that  "upon  due  inquirj"  there  appears  to  be  no  legal 
impediment  to  the  marriage,"  and  his  return  shows  accordingly  that 
soldier  was  *'not  married  before'' and  that  claimant  was  a  divoiXTC 
from  a  Mr.  Blind;  and  there  is  also  testimony  by  acquaintances  of  the 
soldier  covering  nearly  the  entire  period  from  his  discharge  to  his 
death  to  the  effect  that  he  was  always  known,  prior  to  his  marriage  to 
claimant,  as  a  single  man. 

The  adverse  action  in  this  case  apjjears  to  have  been  Imsed  solely 
upon  the  fact  that  the  soldier  was  6t)  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  this 
marriage  to  claimant;  coupled,  perhaps,  with  the  further  fact  that  he 
was  a  foreigner  and  might,  possibly,  have  been  married  Ix^fore  he 
came  to  this  country  or  before  his  enlistment  in  the  Army,  as  to  which 
periods  of  his  life  there  is  no  evidence  whatever. 

There  is  no  warrant,  however,  for  anv  supposition  >el  a  prior  niar- 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO   PENSIONS.  103 

riage,  and  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  a  claimant,  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing whatever  to  indicate  the  invalidity  of  her  formal  marriage,  to 
produce  the  negative  testimony  required  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions 
in  this  case.  The  claimant  is  entitled  in  such  a  case  to  the  usual  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  the  validity  of  such  a  marriage,  and  the  part}" 
who  denies  its  validity  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  was  not  valid. 
(Lizzie  Yates,  10  P.  D.,  446.) 

Although  claimant  was  married  twice  before  her  marriage  to  this 
soldier,  there  appears  to  be  no  question  as  to  her  competency  to  con- 
tract this  last  marriage;  the  death  of  her  first  husband  in  1872  and 
divorce  of  her  second  husband  in  1880  being  shown. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  on  the  ground  stated  was  clearly  errone- 
ous and  is  reversed.     You  will  readjudicate  the  claim  accordingly. 


lilNE  or  DUTY— DEATH  CAUSE— ACCIDENTAL.  FAXIi. 

Mary  E.  Parker  (now  Resdin),  widow. 

Soldier  was  killed  by  a  fall  from  a  window  at  the  hotel  at  which  he  was  stopping  just 
prior  to  his  final  payment  and  the  diHbandment  of  his  command.  It  is  held  that 
his  death  was  not  due  to  his  military  service  in  line  of  duty. 

Ami^tant  Secretary/  F,  L,  Camphell  to  the  Cojnmiisitmt^r  of  P<mi<!on8^ 

Octoher  12,  1900, 

Mary  E.  Resdin,  formerly  Parker,  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on 
October  30,  1865,  an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
.section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  as  widow  of  Major  E.  Parker  (deceased), 
late  private.  Company  I,  First  New  Hampshire  Volunteer  Heavy 
Artillery,  alleging  the  death  of  said  soldier  in  line  of  duty  during  his 
military  service  on  June  21,  1805. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  w^as  first  rejected  on  June  3, 
1S<J5,  upon  the  ground  that  the  death  of  the  soldier  was  not  shown  to 
have  occurred  while  he  was  in  line  of  duty,  or  to  have  been  due  to  his 
military  ser\'ice. 

On  appeal  from  said  action  of  rejection  to  this  Department  the  same 
was  affinned  on  June  27,  1895,  the  Department  holding  that  the  sol- 
dier while  absent  from  his  conmiand  on  a  pass  was  not  regarded  as  in 
lino  of  dut\',  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the  pension 
laws,  and  his  death  under  such  circumstances  conferred  no  right  or 
title  to  pension  upon  his  widow. 

Subsequenth',  upon  the  filing  of  new  and  additional  evidence,  said 
claim  for  widow\s  pension  was  reopened  and  further  considered  in  the 
Pension  Bureau,  the  consent  and  approval  of  this  Department  having 
been  fii*st  had  and  obtained,  and  on  January  25,  1899,  it  was  again 
rejected  upon  the  same  ground  upon  which  it  had  })een  previously 
rejected,  and  for  the  additional  reason  that  the  cause  of  the  soldier'p 
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death  was  shown  not  to  be  due  to,  or  in  any  way  connected  with,  his 
military  service. 

From  this  last  action  of  rejection  the  present  appeal  was  taken  uu 
March  21,  1899. 

The  time,  place,  and  circumstances  of  the  soldier's  death  are  clearly 
shown  by  the  evidence,  and  there  is  no  doubt  or  controversy  concern- 
ing the  material  facts  of  the  case. 

The  official  military  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the 
deceased  soldier  served  in  the  above-named  organization  from  Septem- 
ber 3,  1864,  to  June  15,  1865,  upon  which  date  he  was  mustered  out 
of  the  service  with  his  company  at  Washington  City,  D.  C,  but  his 
regiment  and  company  were  ordered  to  camp  at  Concord,  N.  II.,  to 
await  final  payment,  and  were  finally  paid  off  and  disbanded  at  that 
place  on  June  30,  1865.  The  records  also  contain  the  statement  that 
the  deceased  soldier — 

*  *  *  was  accidentally  killed  at  Concord,  X.  11.,  on  or  about  June  21,  18t)o,  l>y 
falling  from  a  window  i)rior  to  final  payment  and  disbandment  of  his  comi>any  arni 
regiment. 

The  evidence  originally  in  the  case  clearly  shows  that  the  deceased  sol- 
dier was,  on  or  alx)ut  June  21, 1865,  absent  from  the  station  or  camp  of 
his  regiment  and  company  on  a  pass,  or  by  permission  of  his  command- 
ing officer,  and  was  lodging  at  a  hotel  in  the  town  of  Concord,  X.  II., 
known  as  the  Sherman  House,  and  that  sometime  during  the  night  he 
arose  from  his  bed  and  walked  through  an  open  window  in  his  kni- 
room  situated  in  the  third  stor}^  of  said  hotel,  fell  to  the  sidewalk 
beneath,  and  was  instantly  killed. 

The  new  and  additional  evidence  upon  which  the  case  wtus  reoptMied 
and  reconsidered  in  the  Pension  Bureau  consists  of  an  affidavit  exe- 
cuted in  November,  1S1)8,  by  First  Lieut.  W.  II.  Shurtleff,  of  appel- 
lant's company,  and  who  was  in  command  of  said  company  at  the  time, 
in  which  he  states  that  upon  the  arrival  of  the  regiment  and  comi)auy 
at  Concord,  N.  H.,  owing  to  the  filthy  and  unsanitjiry  condition  of  the 
camp  and  (quarters  to  which  they  were  assigned  and  where  they  were 
stationed,  he  obtained  permission  of  the  officer  in  command  of  said 
camp  for  certain  men  of  his  company  to  be  absent  from  the  camp  and 
quarters  of  the  regiment  at  night  and  to  lodge  in  the  town  of  Con- 
cord, he  pledging  himself  for  their  good  behavior  and  undertaking 
that  they  would  return  and  report  at  the  company  quarters  in  camp  at 
the  proper  time  each  morning.  He  states  that  the  deceased  soldier 
was  one  of  the  incumbers  of  his  company  for  whom  such  pennisvsion 
was  obtained,  and  that  it  was  whih*  he  was  absent  from  the  camp  of 
the  regiment  and  the  (|uarters  of  his  company  in  pursuance  of  such 
permission,  or  leave  of  absence,  that  he  fell  from  the  window  of  the 
hotel  in  the  town  of  Concord  in  which  he  was  lodging  on  the  night  of 
June  21,  1805,  and  was  killed  as  hereinbefore  stated. 

This  affidavit  of  Lieutenant  Shurtletl*  does  not  differ  materiallv  from 
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previous  statements  made  by  him,  and  which  wei'e  on  file  and  duly 
considered  when  this  case  was  originall}'  adjudicated  in  the  Pension 
Bureau  and  passed  upon  by  this  Department  on  the  former  appeal. 
It  merely  gives  a  more  detailed  and  circumstantial  account  of  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  soldier  happened  to  be  absent  from  the 
quarters  of  his  company  at  the  time  he  was  killed,  but  does  not  change 
the  material  facts  of  the  case  in  any  essential  particular,  nor  does  it 
tend  in  any  degree  to  alter  the  status  of  the  case.  Granting  all  that 
Lieutenant  Shurtleff  states,  his  last  affidavit  still  shows  that  at  the  time 
the  soldier  was  killed  he  was  absent  from  his  command  by  permission, 
or  leave  of  absence,  grant(^.d  him  for  his  personal  convenience  and  com- 
fort, and  not  by  virtue  of  any  orders  from  his  superior  officers,  or  in 
the  performance  of  any  military  duty. 

As  clearly  appears  from  the  authorities  cited  in  the  decision  on  the 
former  appeal  of  this  case  and  from  numerous  other  decisions,  it  has 
uniformly  been  held  by  this  Department  that  disability  incurred  or 
death  occurring  under  such  circumstances  could  not  be  considered  as 
in  the  line  of  duty,  and  conferred  no  right  or  title  to  pension  whatever 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  4692,  4:693,  and  4702  of  the  Revised 
Statutes. 

Aside,  however,  from  any  consideration  of  the  question  of  line  of 
duty,  even  if  it  should  be  conceded,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the 
last  affidavit  of  Lieutenant  Shurtleff  shows  all  that  is  claimed  for  it  by 
the  appellant,  and  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  line  of  military-  duty  while 
absent  from  his  command  under  the  circumstances  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence and  sleeping  in  a  hotel  in  the  town  of  Concord,  it  is  not  per- 
ceived how  his  death  could  be  attributed  in  any  way  to  his  army 
;service,  or  that  the  appellant's  claim  for  pension  as  his  widow  would 
be  benetited  thereby,  since  it  clearly  appears  from  the  testimony  of 
near  relatives  of  the  soldier,  who  had  been  intimately  associated  with 
him  all  his  life,  that  he  had  always  been  a  somnambulist  or  sleepwalker 
and  had  been  accustomed  to  walk  in  his  sleep  from  childhood. 

The  evidence  unquestionably  shows  that  the  soldier  was  in  a  som- 
nambulistic state  when  he  fell  from  the  window  of  the  hotel.  The 
man  who  occupied  the  same  room  with  him  at  the  hotel  on  the  night 
he  was  killed  testifies  that — 

lie  went  to  bed  solder,  and  in  liis  sleep  walked  out  of  the  window. 

His  death  is,  therefore,  directlv  traceable  to  an  abnormal  psycho- 
logical and  physical  condition  or  infirmity  which  had  existed  long 
prior  to  his  VLrmy  service,  and  which  was  neither  proximately  nor 
remotely  connected  therewith,  and  hence  it  could  not  possibly  confer 
any  right  or  title  to  pension  upon  tHis  appellant  as  his  widow  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4702,  Revised  Stilt utes. 

Consequently  the  rejection  of  said  application  for  widow's  pension 
upon  the  grounds  hereinbefore  stated  was  manifestly  without  error, 
and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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death  cause— surgical.  operation— sequence, 

Elisabet  Kaufman  (widow). 

The  soldier's  death  is  shown  to  have  resulted  from  disease  of  kidneys,  caused  by 
ether  anpenthesia,  induce<l  for  the  purpose  of  operating  on  a  diseased  right  testi- 
cle, for  which  not  pensione<l,  and  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  right  inguinal  hernia 
and  hydrocele,  for  which  j)enHi()ned. 

Heldj  that  inasmuch  as  the  pensiontnl  disabilities  were  included  in  the  operation 
leading  to  the  soldier's  death,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  pension. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  X.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Ptriisions^ 

Oct(jhe7^  16,  1900. 

Elisabet  Kaufman,  widow  of  Gottlieb  Kaufman,  who  served  as  a 
corporal  in  Company  B,  Third  Michigan  Volunteer  Infantry,  appeals, 
through  her  attorney,  from  the  ac'lion  of  the  Bureau  rejecting  her 
claim  for  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law.  The  appeal  was 
filed  May  19,  1898. 

Her  husband  was  a  pensioner  at  1^30  per  month  on  account  of  dis- 
ability resulting  from  right  inguinal  hernia,  hydrocele  of  right  side, 
chronic  diarrhea,  d^^spepsia,  and  total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  nearly 
total  deafness  of  left  ear.     He  died  November  29, 1894r. 

The  widow  is  now  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  under  certificate  No.  434149. 

The  grounds  for  the  final  rejection  of  the  widow's  claim  under  the 
general  law,  as  shown  by  indorsement' on  the  face  brief,  are — 

*  *  *  that  the  soldier's  death  from  disease  of  kidneys  was  not  the  result  of 
right  inguinal  hernia  and  resulting  hydrocele,  chronic  diarrhea,  and  resulting  dyspej)- 
sia,  and  deafness,  for  wliich  j)enpioiied,  and  there  is  no  record  or  other  satii»factor>' 
evidence  of  origin  in  service  of  any  disability  which  might  have  caused  the  fatal 
disease. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  fatal  disease  of  the  kidneys  followed 
an  operation  undertaken  for  the  removal  of  a  diseased  right  tes- 
ticle, and  incidentally  for  the  cure  of  the  hydrocele  and  hernia.  It 
appears  to  be  established  that  the  exciting  cause  of  the  disease  of  kid- 
neys was  the  prolonged  ether  aniesthesia  necessary  for  the  performance 
of  the  operation. 

The  essential  facts  in  the  case  are  set  out  in  the  following  report  of 
the  medical  referee  on  the  appeal: 

*  *  *  The  history  elicited  Hliowed  that  the  soldier  died  twenty  days  after  an 
operation  jxTfonned  for  the  removal  of  a  <lisease(l  testicle  and  for  the  radical  cure  of 
the  hernia  and  resulting  hydrocele  fur  which  he  was  pensioned.  Dr.  D.  E.  Robin- 
son, the  attending  surgeon,  testified  that  the  nicKle  of  death  was  through  heart  failure; 
that  the  immediate  or  prime  cause  was  unemic  poisoning,  due  to  acute  inflanuuation 
of  the  kidneys,  which  he  attributed  to  the  effects  of  the  etlier  mlministereil  during 
the  operation;  and  that  the  contributing  cause  was  general  debilitv  due  to  age  and 
long  suffering  from  the  pension e<l  ("auses. 
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Since  renal  inflammation  is  one  of  the  rare  accidents  which  is  liable  to  occur  after 
the  administration  of  large  quantities'  of  ether  (vide  Park,  Surgery  by  American 
Authors),  it  was  deemed  advisable  before  answering  the  appeal  to  have  a  special 
examination  into  the  circumstances  attending  the  operation,  to  settle  a  doubt  as  to 
the  |K>ssible  merit  of  the  case.  After  this  examination  you  state  that  the  claim  was 
legally  reject^  without  reference  to  this  division.  This  proves  not  to  be  the  case, 
as  the  brief  shows  that  the  claim  was  adversely  acted  upon  in  this  division  on  July 
23,  1900,  upon  consideration  of  the  special  examiner's  reports.  Such  action,  how- 
ever, was  imusual,  since  the  claim  was  in  the  hands  of  the  appeal  section  and  had 
not  been  reopened  for  the  purpose  of  readjudication. 

Special  Examiner  Hunt's  report  has  introduced  a  new  element  in  the  case,  in  the 
form  of  a  public  record  which  attributes  death  to  peritonitis.  The  record  fails  to 
state  by  whom  the  death  was  reported,  and  the  special  examiner  did  not  determine 
that  point.  Dr.  Robinson  insists  that  this  record  is  an  error;  and  he  gives  a  con- 
sistent history  of  atnite  renal  inflammation  developing  immediately  after  the  opera- 
tion and  rapidly  progressing  to  a  fatal  termination  through  ursemic  poisoning.  The 
other  surgeons  and  the  nurse  who  were  present  at  the  operation  could  give  no  infor- 
mation of  value  as  to  the  subsequent  course  of  the  case.  An  autopsy  was  not  made. 
The  records  of  the  hospital  are  incomplete  and  afford  no  information  of  a  character 
to  assist  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claim.  The  only  evidence  which  differs  in  any 
essential  point  from  that  of  Dr.  Robinson,  beside  the  record  of  death,  is  that  of  the 
claimant  herself;  and  her  testimony  does  not  negative  his  statement  as  to  the  death 
cause. 

The  evidence  elicited  tends  to  show  that  the  kidneys  were  normal  prior  to  the  oper- 
ation; and,  admittmg  that  to  be  the  case,  it  is  not  deemed  very  material  whether  the 
record  or  the  attending  surgeon  correctly  states  the  cause  of  death,  since  the  evidence 
clearly  indicates,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  soldier's  death  was  a  remote  effect  of  the 
ojKjration;  and  both  peritonitis  and  renal  inflammation  are  accidents  to  which  he 
was  liable  as  a  result. 

Taking  this  view  of  the  case,  the  questions  remaining  for  consideration  are  the 
necessity  for  the  operation  and  whether  the  pensioned  causes  were  controlling 
factors. 

The  attending  physician  insists  that  the  operation  was  a  necessity,  and  had  to  be 
performed,  as  the  soldier's  condition  demanded  it;  and  that  its  primary  object  was  as 
much  for  the  radical  cure  of  the  hernia  and  hydrocele  as  it  was  for  the  removal  of 
the  diseased  testicle;  that  one  could  not  be  done  without  the  other,  as  the  hernial  sac 
was  low  and  there  were  adhesions.  A  careful  analysis  of  the  case,  however,  does  not 
warrant  so  strong  a  statement  as  to  the  influence  of  the  pensioned  causes;  in  fact,  the 
surgeon  himself  admitted  that  **the  testicle  l)othered  him  the  most,"  and  he  added 
that  it  "was  tubercular,  and  was  beginning  to  break  down,  and  had  to  be  removed 
whether  he  wanted  or  not." 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  hernia,  at  the  time  of  the  operation,  was  not  stran- 
gulate<l;  and  there  was  no  reason  from  the  condition  of  the  hernia  itself,  so  far  as 
shown,  why  an  oi)eration  for  its  radical  cure  should  have  been  undertaken,  even  if  it 
was  adinipsi))le,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  hernia  was  of  thirty  years'  duration  and 
that  the  soldier  was  over  60  years  of  age  and  debilitated.  Nor  under  such  rircumstances 
would  an  operation  for  the  cure  of  the  hydrocele  of  the  cord,  involving  also  the  radi- 
cal cure  of  the  heniia,  have  l>een  justified,  in  my  opinion,  independent  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  disease  of  testicle. 

Considering  the  testimony  of  the  claimant,  showing  that  the  soldier  was  suffering 
from  excruciating  pain  prior  to  the  operation,  in  connection  with  that  of  the  attend- 
ing surgeon  and  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  and  taking  into  account  the  nature 
of  the  disability  and  the  rules  of  surgical  practice  applicable  to  the  matter,  it  is  clearly 
evident  that  the  primary  object  of  the  operation  was,  first,  the  relief  of  the  pain  due 
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to  the  ilii§ease<l  testicle;  and,  second,  the  removal  of  an  organ  which  was  considered 
to  l)e  a  menace  to  life.  The  exteni^ion  of  the  operation  to  include  the  nwlical  cure  ol 
the  hydrocele  of  the  cord  w^liich  had  Ijeen  admitted  as  a  result  of  the  hernia— but 
with  doubtful  propriety — was  necessary,  if  at  all,  l>ei'aiL*«e  it  was  a  tubercular  lesion, 
and  consequently  would  menace  life  by  furnishinpr  a  focus  from  which  constitutional 
invasion  was  likely  to  take  place.  Therefore,  if  the  disease  of  testicle  and  cord  were 
tubercular,  neither  were  relate<l  to  the  hernia,  and  the  necessity  for  the  oi>erati«)n 
was  purely  independent  of  and  apart  from  any  disability  of  service  origin.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  hydrocele  of  the  conl  was  simple,  and  was  really  a  result  of  the  her- 
nia, as  fn>ni  the  improper  application  of  a  truas,  its  radical  cure,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
hernia,  was  a  matter  of  expediency  and  not  one  of  necessity. 

We  do  not  concur  with  the  statement  of  the  attending  surgeon  that  the  disease<i 
testicle  could  not  be  removed  without  performing  a  radical  operation  for  the  cure  of 
the  hernia.  No  reason  is  shown  why  he  <!Ould  not  have  broken  down  the  adhesion^! 
of  which  he  si^eaks  without  opening  the  hernial  sac.  Having  the  soldier  under  the 
influence  of  an  anaesthetic  and  having  undertaken  an  operation  in  the  region  of  the 
hernia,  it  was  a  favorable  opportnnity  to  also  perform  an  operation  for  the  radical 
cure  of  the  latter.  But  it  certainly  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  done;  and  it 
was  probably  the  prolongation  of  the  operation  to  include  the  hernia  which  wa« 
responsible  for  the  rare  accident — due  to  poisoning  from  the  anaesthetic — which 
resulted  in  the  soldier's  death. 

Regarding  the  nature  and  risks  of  the  operation  it  may  be  briefly  stated  tliat  the 
simple  extirpation  of  a  di^seased  testicle  is  not  a  serious  operation  and  is  attended  with 
but  slight  risk  to  life.  But  when  it  is  ne<'es8ary  to  extend  the  operation  to  the 
inguinal  canal  it  becomes  a  far  more  serious  matter,  and  if  this  necessity  is  known 
beforehand  the  operation  is  of  doubtful  propriety  as  a  dernier  resort.  In  speaking 
of  castration  Agnew  says:  "Indeed,  when  the  cord  within  the  canal  is  involved, the 
propriety  of  any  operation  is  exceedingly  ciues^ionable."  Formerly  early  extirpa- 
tion of  the  testicle  was  advised  by  authors  in  ca.«e  of  tubercular  disease  of  the  gland, 
to  i)revent  exten.*«ion  of  the  disease  and  general  infection.  Having  usually  pr(»vtKl 
futile  in  this  respect,  the  operation  is  now  done  less  frequently  for  this  cause  and  is 
only  advised  under  exceptional  circumstances  (Park). 

It  is  evident,  then,  that  the  ojxeration  was  one  involving  considerable  risk.  The 
case  appears  to  have  been  one  Injlonging  to  the  class  which  forms  the  exception  to 
the  rule  and  an  operation  for  the  removal  of  tlie  testicle  seems  to  have  been  demanded. 
But  in  view  of  the  increased  risks  and  the  age  and  general  condition  of  the  soldier, 
there  is  ground  for  grave  doubt  whether  the  surgeon  was  justified  in  extending  it  to 
include  the  radical  cure  of  the  hernia,  which  was  an  operation  of  expediency  and 
not  of  necessity.  Nevertheless  the  operation  itself  appears  to  have  In^n  successful 
and  the  deatli  to  have  been  due  to  one  of  those  rare  accidents  which  could  not  l)e 
foreseen,  but  which  probably  would  have  })een  avoide<l  had  he  chosen  the  simple 
o])erati(m  of  removing  the  diseased  gland  without  attempting  the  ratlical  cure  of  the 
hernia.  Having,  however,  chosen  the  latter  and  death  having  resulteii,  it  is  not 
beli(*ved  that  the  fatal  result  can  fairly  be  attributed  to  the  pensioned  causes,  the 
oj>eration  for  the  hernia  not  Inung  a  matter  of  necessity  and  its  existence  l^eing  a  con- 
traindication rather  than  an  additicmal  reason  for  undertaking  the  primar>-  oi»era- 
tion,  under  all  the  circumstances. 

The  disease  of  testicle  for  which  the  operation  was  ])rimarily  performed  was  fin^t 
alleged  and  shown  in  18S8.  The  })oard  that  examined  the  soldier  on  Noveml.xer  28, 
1888,  described  the  disability  as  a  tumor  in  the  right  scrotum  10  inches  in  circumfer- 
ence, extending  6  inches  below  the  upiKT  margin  of  the  j)ubic  l)one  and  consisting  of 
an  enlarged  testicle, apparently  "fibrous  degeneration,"  and  an  enlargement  of  the 
cord,  })robably  hydrocele,  u-Jnrh  ints  rcadihj  .HqmrafnJ  from  the  tumor  hfloiv.  Dr.  Rob- 
inson's diagnosis  was  tuberculoas  inflammation  of  the  gland.     Since  no  microscopic 
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examination  was  made,  and  as  such  cases  are  often  difficult  and  sometimes  impossi- 
ble to  differentiate  without  such  examination,  the  question  as  to  the  form  of  inflam- 
mation is  oi)en  to  doubt.  But  whether  there  was  simple  fibroid  enlai^ment  with 
subse<iuent  degeneration  or  tubercular  inflammation  of  the  gland,  it  is  safe  to  say  that 
it  b.ad  no  connection  with  the  pensioned  causes,  a  conclusion  which  is  in  consonance 
with  that  of  the  attending  surgeon. 

Fmm  a  medical  standpoint  the  ca«e  may  l)e  summarized  as  follows: 

1.  The  soldier's  death  was  the  remote  effect  of  an  operation,  Ixjing  due  to  an  unar 
voirlable  accident  incident  thereto. 

2.  The  operation  was  performed  primarily  for  the  relief  of  a  nonpensioned  dis- 
ability; incidentally,  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  pensioned  disability. 

3.  It  involved  grave  rwks,  but  was  deemed  necessary  to  prolong  life,  and  the  risk 
wari  therefore  properly  assumed  by  the  soldier. 

4.  The  operation  was  not  essential  on  account  of  the  i)ensioned  causes  alone.  Its 
extension  to  include  them  added  to  its  gravity  au<l  probably  determined  the  fatal 
result,  but  so  far  as  his  life  was  concerned  it  was  wholly  unnecessary  that  they  should 
have  been  included  in  the  operation,  that  being  done  merely  as  a  matter  of  exi)edi- 
ency,  and  the  Government  is  not  responsible  for  the  outcome. 

In  my  opinion  the  adverse  action  was  proffer,  and  it  is  adhered  to. 

It  thus  appears  the  widow's  title  to  pension  is  denied  because  the 
surgical  operation  leading  to  the  death  of  her  husband  was  not  deemed 
by  the  medical  referee  as  essential  on  account  of  the  pensioned  causes, 
alone;  that  the  inclusion  of  the  hernia  and  varicocele  in  the  operation 
was  wholly  unnecessary,  so  far  as  his  life  was  concerned,  and  that  the 
operation  was  extended  merely  as  a  matter  of  expediency. 

The  medical  referee  states  that  there  was  no  reason,  from  the  condi- 
tion of  the  hernia  itself,  so  far  as  known,  why  an  operation  for  its 
i-adical  cure  should  have  been  undertaken,  even  if  it  was  admissible, 
in  vie>v  of  the  fact  that  the  hernia  was  of  thirty  \'ears'  duration  and 
that  the  soldier  was  over  (>()  years  of  age  and  debilitated;  nor  under 
these  circumstances  would  an  operation  for  the  cure  of  the  hydrocele 
of  the  cord  involving  the  i-adical  cure  of  the  hernia  have  been  justified^ 
independent  of  the  testicle. 

The  question  here  arises,  Who  is  the  most  competent  to  pass  upon 
the  necessity  for  the  operation  as  performed,  the  surgeon  doing  the 
operation  or  the  medical  referee  i 

The  surgeon  is  reported  by  the  special  examiner  ''as  a  graduate, 
has  a  large  practice,  and  stands  well  professionally  and  socially." 
There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  not  skillful,  or 
that  he  was  guilty  of  malpractice  in  the  case.  The  w^elfare  of  his 
patient  appears  to  have  been  his  sole  consideration. 

He  stated  to  the  special  examiner  that  he  could  not  effect  the 
removal  of  the  diseased  testicle,  the  necessit}'  for  which  there  can  be 
no  doubt,  "without  operating  on  the  other  conditions,"  meaning  the 
hydrocele  and  the  hernia. 

The  testicle  was  tubercular,  was  of  large  size,  weighing  about  2 
pounds ;  the  hernia  was  adherent,  and  the  hydrocele  was  large  and 
recjuired  tapping  about  every  twenty  days,  when  from  15  to  20  ounces 

..gitized  by  Google 


110  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

of  fluid  were  evacuated.  These  conditions  appear  to  have  been,  in  the 
]ud<ifnient  of  the  surgeon,  such  as  to  warrant  or  make  necessary  the  opr- 
ation  as  done  hv  him.  Furthermore,  the  surgeon  stated  that  the  primary 
o})ject  of  the  operation  was  as  nuich  for  the  i-adical  cure  of  the  hernia 
and  the  hydrocele  as  it  was  for  the  removal  of  the  diseased  testicle. 

The  refere(»  suys  he  can  not  concur  with  the  statement  of  the  attend- 
ing surgeon  that  the  diseased  testicle  could  not  be  removed  without 
performing  a  mdical  openition  for  the  cure  of  the  hernia;  that  no  rea- 
son is  shown  why  he  could  not  have  broken  down  the  adhesions  without 
opening  the  hernial  sac. 

When  su(*h  a  condition  of  the  scrotal  sac  existed  as  is  shown  by  the 
testimony  it  scarcely  seems  necessary  for  the  surgeon  to  have  explained 
why  he  could  not  have  broken  down  the  adhesions. 

A  h3'drocele  containing  20  ounces  of  fluid,  which  had  }>een  subjected 
to  tapping  every  twenty  days,  and  a  hernia  in  the  scrotum  bound  do wii 
by  adhesions,  seems  clearly  to  indicate  the  necessity  for  extending  the 
opei-ation,  and  the  surgeon,  having  the  parts  exposed  before  him,  wa> 
certainly  in  the  best  position  to  determine  the  proper  procedure. 

Furthermore,  t  is  pensioner  had  undoubtedly  the  right,  and  it  wa-^ 
his  duty,  to  seek  surgical  relief  for  the  hydrocele  and  the  hernia,  even 
if  he  had  not  been  afllicted  with  the  diseased  testicle,  and  had  he  done 
so,  and  the  operation  determined  upon  as  the  ])est  by  the  surgeon  in 
charge  of  the  ease  had  proved  fatal,  his  widow  would  have  been  enti- 
tled to  pension. 

This  ease  comes  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Mar}'  E. 
Dolan  (11  P.  D.,  6:>),  wherein  it  was  held  that— 

When  it  in  shown  that  disability  of  service  origin  was  an  important  controlling  far- 
tor  in  the  cause  of  death,  as  well  as  }>eing  ho  complicated  with  the  other  causes  that 
its  influence  can  not  he  separated  from  the  other  causes,  or  the  precise  degree  of 
materialness  of  each  factor  in  death  is  not  suscepti}>le  of  determination,  then  the 
disability  of  service  origin  may  ]ie  legally  acce[)ted  as  the  causes  of  death. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


SKRVICE— MEXICAN  WAR— ACT  JANUARY  «9,  1»00. 

^Iatilda  I.  Kennedy  (widow). 

It  appearing  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased  sailor  did  not  serve  for  sixty  day? 
with  the  Navy  of  the  Tnited  States  in  Mexico,  oi;,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier 
thereof,  or  en  route  thereto  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  this  apjiellant  is  not 
entitled  to  ]>ension  as  his  widow  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29, 1SS7. 

Asi^ttitant  Secretary  F.  L.  CantpheJJ  to  fh4>  CotmidsHlfmcr  of  Pcimonf<. 

Octohtr  16,  IDOO. 

Matilda  I.  Kennedy  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  July  12,  1899, 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  ISST,  as  wndow  of  John  Kennedy  (deceased),  late  seaman,  United 
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States  Navy,  alleging  that  said  sailor  had  served  for  sixty  da3"S  with  the 
Navy  of  the  United  States  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  of  Mexico  and  en 
route  thereto  during  the  war  with  that  nation,  had  been  honorably 
discharged  from  said  service,  and  had  died  on  June  9,  1899,  leaving 
her  as  his  widow  surviving. 

Said  application  for  widow's  pension  was  rejected  on  May  23,  1900, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased 
soldier  did  not  serve  for  sixty  days  upon  the  coasts  or  frontier  of 
Mexico,  or  en  route  thereto,  during  the  war  with  that  nation  as  alleged, 
and  as  is  required  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to 
entitle  the  claimant  to  pension  thereunder  as  his  widow. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  September  10,  1900. 

The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  provides  a  pension  for  the  surviving 
widows  of  such  officers  and  enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia, 
and  volunteers  of  the  militarj^  and  naval  services  of  the  United  States, 
who,  being  duly  enlisted,  actually  served  sixt}^  days  with  the  Arm}^  or 
Navy  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier 
thereof  5  or  en  route  thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actu- 
ally engaged  in  a  battle  in  said  war,  and  were  honorably  discharged, 
and  such  other  officers,  soldiers,  and  sailors  as  ma}'  have  been  person- 
ally named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  service  in 
said  war. 

In  the  present  case  the  claim  of  the  appellant  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  said  act  is  based  upon  the  allegation  that  the  deceased 
sailor  served  for  sixty  da}  s  en  route  to  and  on  the  coasts  and  frontier 
of  Mexico  during  the  war  with  that  nation. 

The  official  record  of  the  deceased  sailor's  service  in  the  United 
States  Navy  shows  that  he  enlisted  therein  on  November  4,  1847,  and 
served  on  board  the  U.  S.  S.  J\Wth  Cawlina  as  an  ordinary  seaman 
until  April  10, 1848,  when  he  was  transferred  to  the  U.  S.  S.  Saratoga^ 
and  ser\'ed  on  board  said  latter  vessel  as  ordinary  seaman  and  seaman 
until  December  8,  1849,  when  he  was  honorably  discharged  from  the 
service.  It  has  long  been  held  by  this  Department  that  the  legal 
termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico  for  pensionable  purposes  was  May 
30,  1848.  (McClelland,  Secretary,  in  re  Michael  Salmon,  3  L.  B.  P., 
9,  and  in  re  Thomas  Bruce,  4  L.  B.  P.,  261;  also  Assistant  Secretary 
Reynolds  to  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  7  P.  D.,  240.) 

The  records  of  the  Bureau  of  Navigation  of  the  Navy  Department 
show  that  the  JSorih  Carolina  was  the  receiving  ship  at  the  Brooklyn 
Navy-Yard,  port  of  New  York,  from  November  1, 1843,  to  September 
7,  1865,  and  that  the  Saratoga  was  put  in  commission  at  said  navy- 
yard  on  April  10,  1848,  and  sailed  from  the  port  of  New  York  under 
orders  for  the  Mexican  coast  on  April  17,  1848. 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  the  deceased  sailor  was  merely  trans- 
ferred from  the  N(f'rth  CaroVnui  to  the  Saratoga  on  April  10,  1848, 
when  the  latter  ship  went  into  commission,  both  vessels  being  in  the 
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port  of  New  York  on  that  date.  Consequently,  under  the  most  liberal 
construction  of  the  law,  he  could  be  consider(?d  as  en  route  to  Mexico 
only  from  April  17,  1848,  the  date  upon  which  the  Saratoga  sailed 
from  that  port  under  orders  for  the  seat  of  war.  From  that  date  to 
May  80,  1848,  the  date  of  the  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico,  a 
period  of  forty-three  days,  the  sailor  served  in  the  Navy,  in  or  during 
said  war,  en  route  to  Mexico,  and  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof, 
but  by  no  possible  construction  could  such  service  be  held  to  extend 
over  a  longer  period.  Since  said  naval  service  in  the  Mexican  war  en 
route  to  and  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  of  Mexico  was  of  less  than  sixty 
days'  dui*ation,  it  is  manifest  that  it  was  not  a  pensionable  service  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  would  confer  no 
rij^ht  or  title  to  pension  thereunder  either  upon  the  sailor  or  upon 
this  appellant  as  his  widow. 

The  only  argument  or  contention  made  in  the  present  appeal  is  that 
inasmuch  as  the  sailor  had  been  granted  a  pension  as  a  survivor  of  the 
Mexican  war  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29, 1887,  and 
subsequently  an  increase  of  said  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  5,  1893,  the  question  of  the  sufficienc}-  of  his  Mexic«*in 
war  service  as  a  pensionable  service  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  January  29, 1887,  was  res  adjudicata,  and  could  not  now  be  called  in 
question  upon  the  application  of  his  widow  for  pension  under  said  act. 

It  is  true  that  the  deceased  sailor  was  allowed  a  pension  under  said 
act  under  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  law,  made  in  a  ruling  of  a 
former  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  which  has  long  since  been  overruled, 
set  aside,  and  abrogated  by  this  Department,  but  the  fact  that  the 
sailor  was  erroneously  allowed  and  paid  a  pension  to  which  he  wa> 
clearly  not  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  the  law  is  certainly  no  good 
or  sufficient  reason  whatever  for  the  pei'pet nation  of  said  error  by 
continuing  the  allowance  of  such  pension  to  his  widow. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  upon  the  ground  stated  was  clearly  not 
error,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


practice— reopening— limitation. 
Jonathan  Kinsey. 

The  rule  of  limitation  for  reopening  rejected  increase  claims  in  cases  where  an  appeal 
was  filed  l>efore  the  rule  had  run  is  suspended  during  the  period  from  the  date 
of  filing  the  appeal  and  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  thereon. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Camphell  to  the  Comiuissioner  of  Pensions. 

Odoher  16,  1900. 

The  claimant  in  this  case,  Jonathan  Kin8oy,  late  private  Company 
C,  Thirty-second  Regiment  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  certifi- 
cate No.  877605,  is  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  $6  per 
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month,  for  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  due  to 
disability  from  varicose  veins  of  right  leg,  and  disease  of  heart,  said 
rate  having  been  allowed  from  February  10,  1892. 

October  12,  1896,  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  which  was  rejected 
August  21,  1897. 

Claimant  appealed  from  said  action  September  14,  1897,  and  by 
departmental  decision  of  April  27,  1898,  said  action  was  affirmed. 

May  17,  1898,  claimant  filed  the  affidavit  of  himself  and  his  family 
phA- sician  tending  to  show  increased  disability,  with  a  view  of  having 
his  claim  for  increase  reopened. 

The  Bureau  by  action  <of  August  27,  1898,  declined  to  consider  the 
testimony  filed  to  reopen,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  filed  within 
ninety  days  from  August  81,  1897,  the  date  of  the  notice  of  rejection 
of  the  claim,  as  required  by  the  rules  of  the  Bureau. 

Claimant  appealed  from  said  action  September  12, 1898,  contending 
that  he  appealed  from  the  action  rejecting  his  claim  September  14, 1897. 
Said  action  was  affirmed  April  27,  1898,  and  he  filed  the  testimony  to 
reopen  May  16,  1898,  and  under  the  facts  the  rules  of  practice  of  the 
Bureau  were  not  violated,  and  said  action  was  erroneous. 

Claimant  enlisted  June  10, 1861,  and  was  honorably  discharged  June 
17,  1864. 

The  only  question  raised  by  the  appeal  and  involved  in  the  case  is 
whether  the  Bureau  action  declining  to  consider  the  evidence  filed  to 
reopen  the  claim  on  the  grounds  stated  was  warranted;  or,  in  other 
words,  could  the  Bureau  properly  invoke  the  ninety-day  rule  as  to  filing 
evidence  to  reopen. 

The  rule  of  practice  referred  to  in  the  order  of  rejection  is  found  on 
page  122,  paragraph  3,  in  The  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

3.  Applications  for  reopening  of  increase  claims  and  the  filing  of  evidence  there- 
under should  be  limited  to  ninety  days  after  the  date  of  mailing  the  letter  of  rejection. 

If  the  application,  with  evidence,  in  such  caHes  is  not  made  within  the  ninety  days 
sm  aforesaid,  the  rejection  will  be  considered  final. 

I  can  see  no  objection  to  this  rule  in  ordinary  cases  of  increase  claims 
where  no  appeal  was  taken  before  the  expiration  of  the  ninety  days; 
but  it  should  not  apply  in  cases  where  an  appeal  from  the  action  reject- 
ing the  increase  claim  was  promptly  taken  by  claimant  or  his  recog- 
nized attorney. 

When  an  appeal  is  properly  filed  further  action  in  the  case  on  the 
part  of  the  Bureau  is  suspended  until  final  determination  by  the  Depart- 
ment, the  Bureau  having  no  longer  any  jurisdiction  to  take  any  action 
in  regard  to  the  claim  until  final  disposition  and  the  papers  in  the  case 
are  returned. 

In  the  present  case  the  increase  claim  was  reject(»d  August  21, 1897; 
claimant  entered  an  appeal  recognized  in  regular  and  legal  foiin  SejKTp 
8  <^ 
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tember  14,  1897;  the  Department  aflSrmed  the  action  April  27,  1898, 
and  the  new  evidence  to  reopen  was  filed  May  17, 1898. 

So  that  it  is  evident  claimant  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  or 
delay  in  taking  the  appeal,  but  acted  promptly  in  the  premises. 

The  notice  of  the  rejection  of  the  claim  was  mailed  August  31, 1897, 
only  ten  days  after  the  adverse  action,  and  it  is  true  that  the  testunony 
filed  to  reopen  was  pot  filed  within  ninety  days  thereafter. 

But  the  appeal  was  filed  September  14  following,  and  from  that  time 
until  the  departmental  decision,  April  27,  1898,  the  case  was  before 
the  Department  on  appeal  and  the  Bureau  powerless  to  take  any  action 
in  relation  thereto. 

In  my  opinion  the  ninety  days  referred  to  in  the  rule  of  limitation 
was  suspended  during  the  period  from  the  date  of  filing  the  appeal 
and  the  decision  of  the  Department  thereon.  In  other  words,  the 
period  between  the  date  of  filing  the  appeal,  September  14,  1897,  and 
the  date  of  the  departmental  decision  of  April  27, 1898,  should  not  be 
considered  under  the  ninety -day  limitation.  So  only  thirty-four  days 
of  the  period  of  the  limitation  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  practice  had 
run  when  the  evidence  to  reopen  was  filed. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  I  hold  that  there  was  no  violation  of  said 
rule  of  practice  in  this  case,  and  the  action  appealed  from  is  hereby 
reversed,  and  the  papers  in  the  case  returned  for  consideration  of  the 
testimony  filed  to  reopen  and  for  action  thereon  in  accordance  with  the 
usual  practice  in  such  cases. 


marriage  and  divorce-rmpediment-massachusetts. 
Emma  C.  Sanders,  now  Stewart  (widow). 

Claimant  married  soldier  in  1856  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  in  the  State  of  Mas- 
sachusetts until  his  second  enlistment,  December  18,  1863.  Not  having  heanl 
from  her  said  husband  since  1864  and  believing  him  to  be  dead,  she  married  one 
Stewart,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  in  November,  1870,  and  lived  and  cohabiteii 
with  him  as  his  wife,  in  said  State  (both  believing  said  marriage  to  have  been 
legal)  until  his  death,  which  occurred  August  16,  1889.  The  soldier  died  in  the 
Soldiers'  Home  in  Chelsea,  Mass.,  December  18,  1882. 

Heldy  That  under  the  laws  and  decisions  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts  claimants' 
ceremonial  marriage  to  Stewart  was  void,  and  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Sanders 
until  his  death  in  1882,  when  she  l)ecame  his  widow,  but  she  and  Stewart  having 
lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  the  death  of  Sanders  to  the  death  of 
Stewart,  each  desiring  to  be  and  l)elieving  that  they  were  husband  and  wife, 
they  are  deeme<l  and  held  to  have  legally  sustained  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife,  and  were  such  under  the  laws  of  that  State  from  the  death  of  Sanden?  to 
the  death  of  said  Stewart,  when  she  l)ecame  Stewart's  lawful  widow,  and  there 
being  no  pensionable  period  of  widowhood  between  the  death  of  Sanders  and 
the  time  she  ])ecame  the  wife  of  Stewart  the  rejection  of  her  claim  for  pension 
on  account  of  the  death  of  Sanders  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 
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Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

October  21, 1900. 

Austin  W.  Sanders  was  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States 
from  April  30,  1861,  to  November  21, 1862,  as  pinvate  in  Company  D, 
Thirteenth  Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  wa^j  subsequently^ 
in  said  service  from  December  18,  1863,  to  August  15, 1864,  as  second 
lieutenant  in  Company  I,  Seventy-fourth  United  States  Colored  Infan- 
try. It  appears  further  that  the  soldier  died  of  consumption  on 
December  18,  1882,  while  an  inmate  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  in  Chelsea, 
Mass. 

On  January  6,  1898,  Emma  C.  Sanders,  now  Stewart,  as  the  widow 
of  said  soldier,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law,  which  claim  was  adjudicated  on  July  28,  1899,  and 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of 
the  soldier.  On  November  4, 1899,  claimant  appealed  from  the  action 
rejecting  her  claim  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law. 

On  December  2,  1899,  claimant  filed  an  application  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  rejected  on  January 
29,  1900,  upon  the  same  ground  as  that  upon  which  the  general  law 
claim  was  denied.  An  application  to  reopen  said  claim  was  rejected 
on  April  30,  1900. 

In  order  that  the  contention  presented  by  the  appeal  may  be  clearly 
apprehended  a  brief  recital  of  the  material  facts  disclosed  by  the 
record  is  necessary.  It  appears  that  the  claimant  and  the  soldier 
were  married  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts  on  January  2,  1856,  and 
that  the  parties  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  said  State  up  to 
the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned;  that  the 
soldier  returned  to  his  home  after  the  termination  of  his  first  term  of 
service  and  lived  with  the  claimant  until  his  reenlistment;  that  after 
his  second  enlistment  he  frequently  wrote  to  his  wife,  the  claimant, 
and  occasionally  sent  her  money,  his  letters  being  couched  in  affec- 
tionate terms,  conveying  assurances  of  affection  and  expressing  an 
earnest  desire  to  see  her;  that  some  time  during  the  year  1864,  he 
suddenly  ceased  to  write  and  the  claimant  never  heard  from  him 
again.  The  claimant,  not  having  heard  from  the  soldier  since  the 
teimination  of  the  war,  and  believing  him  to  be  dead,  on  November 
24, 1870,  married  one  Edson  Stewart,  with  whom  she  lived  in  said  State 
of  Massachusetts  until  his  death,  which  occurred  on  August  16,  1889. 

It  appears  further  that  the  soldier  did  not  die  in  the  service,  but 
that  some  time  subsequent  to  the  termination  of  the  war  he  applied 
for  admission  and  was  received  as  an  inmate  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  at 
Chelsea,  Mass.,  and  that  when  he  made  said  application  he  represented 
himself  to  be  a  widower  with  no  near  relative.  It  also  appears  that 
he  died  in  said  institution  on  December  18,  1882.     The  material  facts. 
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upon  which  the  case  is  to  turn  are  that  the  claimant,  believing  the 
soldier  dead,  married  the  second  time  in  1870,  the  second  husband 
dying  in  1880,  about  seven  years  subsequent  to  the  soldier's  death, 
and  that  all  the  parties  resided  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 

On  May  29,  1895,  was  approved  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Massa- 
chusetts which  is  as  follows: 

Where  a  marriage  contract  has  been  entered  into  with  due  legal  ceremony  and  the 
parties  thereafter  live  together  em  hui^band  and  wife,  and  where  at  the  time  of  surh 
marriage  ceremony  a  former  huxlmnd  or  wife  of  one  of  the  parties  was  living,  and 
the  former  marriage  with  such  perwm  was  still  in  force;  and  where  such  subsequent 
marriage  contract  was  entere<l  into  by  at  least  one  of  the  i>arties  in  good  faith,  in  the 
full  l)elief  that  the  former  husband  or  wife  was  dead,  or  that  such  former  marriage  had 
been  annulled  by  divorce,  or  without  knowledge  on  the  part  of  one  of  them  of  such 
former  marriage;  and  where  the  impediment  to  such  sul>sequent  marriage  existing 
by  reason  of  the  former  marriage  is  removed  by  the  death  of  the  other  party  to  the 
former  marriage,  or  by  a  proi)er  decree  of  divorce,  and  the  parties  to  such  subse- 
quent marriage  then  continue  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  good  faith,  on 
the  part  of  at  least  one  of  them,  they  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  have  l^een  legally 
married  from  and  after  the  removal  of  such  impediment,  and  the  issue  of  such  subse- 
quent marris^e  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  legitimate  issue  of  both  parties. 

The  abovo-recited  act  was  amended  on  June  5, 1896,  as  follows: 

The  provisions  of  chapter  four  hundred  and  twenty-seven  of  the  acts  of  the  year 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-five  shall  apply  to  eases  in  which  the 
impediment  to  marriage  therein  referred  to  was  removed  prior  to  the  date  when  eaiil 
act  took  effect  as  to  cases  in  which  such  imjx?diment  was  removed  8ubse<^uent  to 
such  date:  Provided,  That  no  marriage  otherwise  valid  shall  thereby  be  rendered 
invalid. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7, 
1882,  the  validity  of  such  marriages  as  that  now  under  consideration 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  the  State  in  which 
the  parties  resided,  both  at  the  time  when  said  marriage  was  contracted 
and  when  the  right  of  pension,  if  any,  accrued. 

The  main  contention  presented  in  the  appeal  is  worthy  of  respectful 
consideration,  and  is  as  follows: 

Our  principal  contention  is  that  the  relationship,  whether  legal  or  illegal,  between 
the  claimant  and  Stewart  terminated  on  the  latter' s  death  in  1889— six  years  before 
the  passage  of  the  first  act  in  question — and  that  no  act  or  law  could,  intentionally 
or  unintentionally,  affect  it  in  any  w^ay.  In  other  words,  as  long  as  a  contractor 
relationship  is  actually  in  existence — living,  as  it  were — it  is  under  legislative  control 
and  can  be  modified  or  nullified  in  many  cases.  But  once  the  contract  ceases  to 
exist  the  legislature  can  not  revive  it  or  alter  or  modify  it  in  any  way.  A  statute 
recjuiring,  for  example,  certain  formalities  in  the  execution  of  wills  can  have  retnv 
spective  effect  on  those  made  prior  to  its  passage,  but  not  on  those  that  have  taken 
effect  by  the  death  of  the  testator  (Am.  and  Eng.  Enc,  943).  Laws  passed  to  legiti- 
matize children  can  be  made  retroactive,  but  can  not  entitle  them  as  next  of  kin  t«> 
property  of  a  i>arent  who  died  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  (Stover  r.  Keeling,  •> 
Hen.  and  M.  (Va.),  228).  Without  doubt  the  issue  of  a  void  marriage  can  for  all 
purposes  be  made  legitimate,  and  a  void  marriage  may  be  made  valid,  but  it  is  aK-**- 
lutely  necessary  that  the  minor  should  be  living  and  the  relationship  of  husband  and 
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wife  exist  at  the  time  the  law  is  passed.  There  must  he  a  contract  of  some  kind  in 
existence  which  the  law  is  to  make  valid.  It  is  well  settled  that  where  the  contract 
(or  relationship)  is  strictly  of  a  personal  nature  the  death  of  a  party  absolutely  deter- 
mines it.     (Parsons  on  Contr.,  v.  1,  p.  145.) 

The  only  case  referring  to  either  of  these  statutes  which  I  have  been  able  to  find 
is  Tyler  r.  Tyler,  171  Mass.,  150,  where  it  was  held  that  the  legislature  had  the 
power  to  regulate  the  marriage  of  persons  domicilM  within  the  Commonwealth.  In  the 
present  cane  only  one  of  the  parties,  the  claimant,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  act,  domi- 
ciled in  the  Commonwealth.  If  the  Pension  Office  is  correct,  and  a  State  can  declare 
a  marriage  valid  which  had  been  void  during  the  lifetime  of  both  parties  thereto, 
there  seems  to  be  no  limit  as  to  the  legislative  power  over  marriages.  If  a  live  per- 
son and  a  shade  can  be  married,  it  is  only  a  step  to  create  marriages  between  dead 
people. 

It  i^eems  to  me  that  all  that  can  fairly  be  gathered  from  the  statute,  in  fact,  all  the 
l^islature  had  power  to  do,  is  to  declare  that  the  fact  that  the  impediment  was 
removed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  should  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute. But  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  parties  affected  be  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  legislature  at  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act. 

The  claimant  relies  upon  one  proposition  stated  a.s  follows: 

A  statute  requiring,  for  example,  certain  formalities  in  the  execution  of  wills  can 
have  retrospective  effect  on  those  made  prior  to  its  passage,  but  not  on  those  that 
have  taken  effect  by  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  claimant  also  relies  upon  the  following  prop)osition: 

Laws  passed  to  legitimize  children  can  be  made  retroactive,  but  can  not  entitle 
them  as  next  of  kin  to  property  of  a  parent  who  died  prior  to  the  pai^sage  of  the 
act. 

The  propositions  upon  which  the  claimant  relies  rest  upon  t\^  well- 
settled  principle  that  a  retroactive  law  can  not  operate  to  disturb 
vested  rights  or  impair  the  obligation  of  conti-acts.  The  principle  is 
stated  on  page  757,  third  volume  American  and  English  Encyclopaedia 
of  Law,  as  follows: 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  prohibit  the  several 
States  from  passing  retroactive  laws  so  long  as  they  do  not  impair  the  obligation  of 
contracts*  or  partake  of  the  nature  of  ex  post  facto  laws  or  bills  of  attainder. 

On  page  758  of  the  above-mentioned  authority  it  is  also  said: 

The  legislature  has  no  power  to  pass  a  law  impairing  vested  rights  of  property. 

In  volume  23,  page  452,  of  the  same  authority  it  is  said: 

But  it  has  Ijeen  held  that  statutes,  which  are  remedial  in  their  nature  and  do  not 
disturb  vested  rights,  are  to  he  construed  liberally,  even  though  retrospective  in 
their  operation,  in  order  to  accomplish  the  beneficent  purpose  for  which  they  were 
enacted. 

In  Ex  parte  Buckley  (53  Ala.,  55)  the  court,  after  referring  to  laws 
which  impair  vested  rights,  said: 

There  are  other  statutes  which,  when  operating  retrospectively,  have  not  incurred 
judicial  condemnation,  and  to  which  a  liberal  construction  for  the  consummation 
of  the  just  and  beneficent  purposes  in  view  has  been  freely  accorded. 

Such  statutes  are  intended  to  remedy  a  mischief,  promote  public  justice,  correct 
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innocent  mistakes  into  which  partiee  may  have  fallen,  cure  irregalarities,  or  jrive 
effect  to  the  acte  and  contracts  of  individuals  fairly  done  and  made. 

The  line  of  discrimination  is  well  and  definitely  drawn  between 
retrospective  laws  which  are  in  harmony  with  and  those  which  are 
repugnant  to  established  principles  of  jurisprudence.  To  apply  the 
principles  above  enunciated  to  the  case  at  bar  it  becomes  necessaiy  to 
inquire  into  the  status  of  the  claimant  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her 
first  husband  in  1882.  If  he  was  not  divorced  from  her  at  that  time, 
she  unquestionably  became  his  widow  by  operation  of  law  and  at  oiit-e 
succeeded  to  all  and  every  right  incident  to  that  relation,  including 
any  rights  in  the  property  of  her  husband  under  existing  statutes  of 
distribution.  By  virtue  of  the  military  service  of  her  husband  she 
also  had  a  right  under  existing  laws  to  make  application  for  pension. 
The  retroactive  law  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  passed  in  18l>5, 
could  not  be  construed  in  such  a  way  as  to  destroy  any  of  the  above- 
mentioned  rights. 

But  there  is  another  aspect  of  the  case  which  deserves  consideration 
in  this  connection.  Under  the  pension  laws,  both  the  general  law  and 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  a  widow  is  entitled  to  pension  during  the 
period  only  which  intervenes  between  the  death  of  the  husband  under 
the  former  and  between  the  date  of  application  under  the  latter  and 
the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow.  If  there  is  indeed  no  such 
intervening  period,  then  there  can  be  no  period  during  which  such  an 
applicant  might  be  pensionable.  This  leads  to  an  inquiiT  as  to  the 
true  Jegal  relation  between  the  applicant  and  the  second  husband  fi"om 
the  death  of  the  first. 

The  retroactive  law,  in  so  far  as  it  went  to  invest  the  claimant  with 
a  marital  relation  to  the  second  husband,  was  in  perfect  harmony  with 
her  own  desire  and  will,  as  indicated  by  the  fact  that  she  continued  to 
cohabit  with  said  second  husband  up  to  the  time  of  his  death.  It 
destroyed  no  vested  right,  but  was  a  mere  curative  remedy,  which 
bestowed  a  social  status  upon  her  and  operated  to  legitimize  any 
issue  of  said  second  marriage. 

The  claimant  earnestly  contends  that  the  legislature  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  pass  a  retroactive  law  affecting  the  marital  relation  of  the 
parties  unless  both  parties  were  in  life  at  the  time  the  law  was  passed. 
'Mf  a  live  person  and  a  shade,"  says  the  claimant,  "can  be  married, 
it  is  only  a  step  to  create  marriage  between  dead  people." 

But  the  legislature  was  only  seeking  to  confinn  or  ratify  a  relation 
between  the  parties  which  began  at  the  death  of  the  first  husband.  It 
had  no  power,  of  course,  to  legalize  the  void  marriage  of  the  claimant 
in  1870.  When,  however,  the  parties  to  the  second  marriage  contin- 
ued to  cohabit  as  man  and  wife,  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment, 
they  thereby  established  a  relation  recognized  as  a  common-law  mar- 
riage in  all  the  States  where  there  is  not  a  statute  declaring  that  such 
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marriages  are  void.  There  appears  to  be  no  such  law  in  the  State  of 
Massachusetts.  It  is  oot  at  all  clear,  therefore,  that  the  parties  to  the 
second  marriage  needed  the  intervention  of  the  retroactive  legislation 
of  1896  to  render  their  marital  relations  valid  after  the  death  of  the 
first  husband  in  1882.  From  this  time  until  the  death  of  the  sec- 
ond husband  it  appears  that  the  parties  in  good  faith  regarded  them- 
selves as  man  and  wife,  and  were  so  regarded  in  the  community  in 
which  they  resided. 

In  the  case  of  Meister  v.  Moore  (96  IT.  S.  Reports,  78)  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  held  as  follows: 

The  learned  judge  of  the  circuit  court  instructed  the  jury  that,  if  neither  a  min- 
ister nor  a  magistrate  was  present  at  the  alleged  marriage  of  William  A.  Mowry 
and  the  daughter  of  the  Indian,  Pero,  the  marriage  was  invalid  under  the  Michigan 
statute;  and  this  instruction  is  now  alleged  to  have  been  erroneous.  It  certainly 
withdrew  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  all  evidence,  if  any  there  was,  of  infor- 
mal marriage  by  contract  per  verba  de  prsesenii.  That  such  a  contract  constitutes  a 
marriage  at  common  law  there  can  be  no  doubt,  in  view  of  the  adjudications  made 
in  this  country  from  its  earliest  settlement  until  the  present  day.  Marriage  is 
everywhere  regarded  as  a  civil  contract.  Statutes  in  many  of  the  States  it  is  true, 
regulate  the  mode  of  entering  into  the  contract,  but  they  do  not  confer  the  right. 
Hence,  they  are  not  within  the  principle  that  where  a  statute  creates  a  right  and 
provides  a  remedy  for  its  enforcement  the  remedy  is  exclusive.  No  doubt  a  statute 
may  take  away  a  common-law  right;  but  there  is  always  a  presumption  that  the  leg- 
islature has  no  such  intention,  unless  it  be  plainly  expressed. 

A  statute  may  declare  that  no  marriages  shall  be  valid  unless  they  are  solemnized 
in  a  prescribed  mamier;  but  such  an  enactment  is  a  very  different  thing  from  a  law 
requiring  all  marriages  to  be  entered  into  in  the  presence  of  a  magistrate  or  a  clergy- 
man, or  that  it  be  preceded  by  a  license  or  publication  of  banns  or  be  attested  by 
witnesses.  Such  formal  provisions  may  be  construed  as  merely  directory  instead  of 
being  treated  as  destructive  of  a  common-law  right  to  form  the  marriage  relation  by 
words  of  present  assent;  and  such,  we  think,  has  been  the  rule  generally  adopted  in 
construing  statutes  regulating  marriage.  Whatever  directions  they  may  give  respect- 
ing its  formation  or  solemnization,  courts  have  usually  held  a  marriage  good  at  com- 
mon law  to  be  good  notwithstanding  the  statutes,  unless  they  contain  express  words 
of  nullity.  This  is  the  conclusion  reached  by  Mr.  Bishop  after  an  examination  of 
the  authorities.  (Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  283  and  notes.)  We  do  not  propose 
to  examine  in  detail  the  numerous  decisions  that  have  been  matle  by  the  State  courts. 
In  many  of  the  States  enacrtments  exist  very  similar  to  the  Michigan  statute,  but 
their  object  has  manifestly  been  not  to  declare  what  shall  be  requisite  to  the  validity 
of  a  marriage,  but  to  provide  a  legitimate  mode  of  solemnizing  it.  They  speak  of 
the  celebration  of  its  rite  rather  than  of  its  validity,  and  they  address  themselves 
principally  to  the  functionaries  they  authorize  to  perform  the  ceremony.  In  most 
cases  the  leading  purpose  is  to  secure  a  registration  of  marriages  and  evidence  by 
which  man-iages  may  be  proved;  for  example,  by  certificate  of  a  clergyman  or  mag- 
istrate, or  by  an  exemplification  of  the  registry.  In  a  small  number  of  the  States 
it  must  be  admitted,  such  statutes  have  been  construed  as  denying  validity  to  mar- 
riages not  formed  according  to  the  statutory  directions.  Notably  has  this  been  so  of 
North  Carolina,  and  in  Tennessee,  where  the  statute  of  North  Carolina  was  in  force; 
but  the  statute  contained  a  provision  declaring  null  and  void  all  marriages  solemnized 
as  directed  without  a  license  first  had.  So  in  Massachusetts  it  was  early  decide  1 
that  a  statute  very  like  the  Michigan  statute  rendered  illegal  a  marriage  which  would 
have  been  good  at  common  law,  but  which  was  not  entered  into  in  the  manner 
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directed  by  the  written  law.  (Milford  r.  Worcester,  7  Mass.,  48.)  It  may  well  he 
doubted,  however,  whether  such  is  now  the  law  in  that  State.  In  Parton  r.  Henrir 
(1  (iJray,  Mass.,  119),  where  the  question  was  whether  a  marriage  of  a  girl  only  13 
years  old,  married  without  parental  consent,  was  a  valid  marriage  (the  statute  pro- 
hibiting clergymen  and.  magistrates  from  solemnizing  marriages  of  females  under  IS 
without  the  consent  of  parents  or  guardians),  the  court  held  it  goo<i  and  binding, 
notwithstanding  the  statute.  In  speaking  of  the  effect  of  statutes  regulating  mar- 
riage, including  the  Massachusetts  statute  (which,  as  we  have  said,  contained  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Michigan  one),  the  court  said:  "The  effect  of  these  and  similar 
statutes  is  not  to  render  such  marriages,  when  duly  solemnized,  void,  although  the 
statute  provisions  have  not  l)een  complied  with.  They  are  intended  as  directitry 
only  upon  minLsters  and  magistrates,  and  to  prevent  as  far  as  possible,  by  ix;nalti«?: 
on  them,  the  solemnization  of  marriages  when  the  presc^ribed  conditions  and  for- 
malities have  not  iK^n  fulfilled;  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  declaring  mar- 
riages not  celel)rated  in  a  prescribed  manner  or  bi^tween  parties  of  certain  ag/s 
absolutely  void,  it  is  held  that  all  marriages  regularly  made  accordmg  to  the  com- 
mon law  are  valid  and  binding,  though  had  in  violation  of  the  specific  regulation!? 
imposed  by  statute."  There  are  two  or  three  other  States  in  which  decisions  have 
been  made  like  that  in  7  Massachusetts. 

We  will  not  undertake  to  cite  those  which  hold  a  different  doctrine,  one  in  aco:>ni 
with  the  opinion  we  have  cite<l  from  1  Gray.  Reference  is  made  to  them  in  Bij^hop, 
Mar.  and  Div.,  sect.  283  et  scci.;  in  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  199,  200;  in  2  Ktut, 
Com.,  90,  91;  and  hi  2  Greenleaf  on  Evidence.  The  rule  deduce<i  by  all  these  writer? 
from  the  decided  cases  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Greenleaf: 

"  Though  in  most,  if  not  all,  the  United  States  there  are  statutes  regulating  the 
cele  ration  of  marriage  rites  and  inflicting  penalties  on  all  who  disobey  the  rejnila- 
tions,  yet  it  is  generally  considered  that  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  statute  det^lar- 
ing  that  all  marriages  not  celebrate<l  in  the  prescribed  manner  shall  be  void,  or  that 
none  but  («rtain  magistrates  or  ministers  shall  solemnize  a  marriage,  any  marriage 
regularly  made  according  to  the  common  law,  without  observing  the  statute  regula- 
tions, would  still  be  a  valid  marriage.*' 

As  before  remarked,  the  statutes  are  held  merely  directory,  bet»use  marriage  is  a 
thing  of  common  right,  Ijecause  it  is  the  policy  of  the  state  to  encourage  it,  and 
l)ecau8e,  as  has  sometimes  been  said,  any  other  construction  would  compel  hoUiiag 
illegitimate  the.  offspring  of  many  parents  conscious  of  no  violation  of  law. 

In  the  case  of  Milford  v,  Worcester  (7  Mass.,  48),  a  decision  was 
rendered  in  1810  upon  the  following  facts: 

The  evidence  of  a  marriage  between  the  said  Stephen  and  Rhoda  was:  A  certifii"ate 
by  the  town  clerk  of  Upton,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  that  in  the  l)ook  kept  f'»r 
that  purpose  there  is  an  entry  July  6,  1784,  of  the  intentions  of  marriage  of  Stephen 
Temple  and  Rhoda  Ksslmg;  and  by  the  deposition  of  the  said  Rhoda  and  the  testi- 
mony of  other  witnesses,  it  api:>eared  that  in  the  year  1 784,  and  several  year^i  before, 
the  said  Stephen  and  the  said  Rhoda  (then  Rhoda  Essling)  were  residents  in  Upton; 

and  some  time  in  that  year  they  came  together  to  a  tavern  in  Upton  when 

Dorr,  es(i.,  then  a  justice  of  the  i)eace  for  the  county  of  Worcester,  happened  to  lie 
there,  and  producing  a  certificate  that  their  intentions  of  marriage  had  been  puh- 
lished,  requested  him  to  marry  them;  but  he  after  some  inquiry  into  the  cause  of 
the  application  to  him,  refused  to  take  an  active  part,  as  the  witnesses  expressH?*!. 
The  said  Stephen  and  the  said  Rhoda  continued  notwithstanding  in  the  room  where 
the  said  Dorr  was,  and  there  in  his  i)res<Mice  and  lx?fore  several  other  witneases,  the 
said  Stephen  declared  that  he  took  the  said  Rhoda  as  his  lawful  wife,  and  she 
declared  that  she  took  him  as  her  lawful  husband,  and  each  made  to  the  other  the 
vows  and  promises  usual  in  contracting  marriages.     According  to  some  of  the  testi- 
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niony  offered  for  the  plaintiffs,  this  proceeding  was  directed  and  encouraged  by  the 
said  Dorr;  but  this  part  of  the  testimony  was  contradicted  by  the  deposition  of 
Dorr,  and  the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  upon  the  whole  evidence  whether 
the  proceedmgs  had  the  sanction  in  any  degree  of  the  said  Dorr  acting  as  a  magistrate. 

The  jury  found  that  the  proceedings  did  not  have  the  sanction  of 
the  magistrate. 

Upon  these  facts,  under  an  existing  statute  which  provided  that  no 
person  but  a  justice  of  the  peace  or  an  ordained  minister  of  the  gospel 
should  join  any  persons  in  marriage,  the  court  held  the  marriage  to  be 
unlawful. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  J.  Parton  v.  Susan  Hervy  (67  Mass.,  119), 
decided  in  1854,  the  court  announced  this  principle: 

The  age  of  consent  in  this  Commonwealth,  as  by  the  common  law,  is  12  in  females 
and  14  in  males,  and  a  marriage  between  two  infants  above  these  ages  is  valid  with- 
out the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians,  notwithstanding  the  Revise<l  Statutes, 
chapter  75,  sections  15,  19,  which  prohibit  magistrates  or  ministers,  under  a  penalty, 
from  solemnizing  the  marriage  of  a  female  under  the  age  of  18  or  a  male  under  the 
age  of  21,  without  the  consent  of  the  parent  or  guardian. 

This  case  arose  under  habeas  corpus  proceedings  instituted  against 
the  mother  of  the  girl,  who  took  forcible  possession  of  her  subsequent 
to  the  marriage. 

In  the  opinion  the  court  say: 

But  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  declaring  marriages  not  celebrated  in  a  pre- 
ecribed  manner,  or  between  parties  of  certain  ages,  absolutely  void,  it  is  held  that  all 
marriages  regularly  made  according  to  the  common  law  are  valid  and  binding, 
although  had  in  violation  of  the  specific  regulations  imposed  by  statute. 

This  appears  to  be  a  direct  and  positive  declaration  to  the  eflfect  that 
common-law  marriages  are  recognized  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts, 
and  is  in  eflfect  a  substantial  overruling  of  the  opinion  rendered  in  1810. 
This  appears  to  be  the  view  taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  case  above  mentioned. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  claimant  became  the  lawful  wife  of  the 
second  husband  from  the  date  of  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  in 
view  of  which  there  was  no  intervening  pensionable  period  of  widow- 
hood during  which  she  was  pensionable. 

In  the  light  of  what  has  been  said,  the  contention  of  the  claimant  to 
the  eflfect  that  the  legislature  of  Massachusetts  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
legalize  a  void  marriage  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties,  by  retro- 
active legislation,  loses  its  force.  The  action  of  rejection  is  aflSnned, 
not  upon  the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the 
soldier,  but  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  intervening  pensionable 
period  of  widowhood  between  the  death  of  the  first  husband  and  her 
marriage  to  Stewart. 
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PRACnCE-ACT  OF  MARCH  6,  189e-INCREAS£-RESTOBATION. 

Andrew  J.  Brown. 

The  practice  of  refusing  to  consider  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  or  one 
which  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  when  such  are  included  in  a  claim  for 
increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  unsound  practice.  Paragraph  3,  page 
102,  and  paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  "A  treatise  on  the  practice  of  the  Pension 
Bureau,"  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9, 1898,  are  accord- 
ingly amended. 

AssUtant  Secretary  1^\  L,  Camjybell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensiom^^ 

October  31,  1900. 

Andrew  J.  Brown,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  A,  Eighth  Illi- 
nois Volunteer  Cavalry,  and  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
at  $12  per  month  (Certificate  No.  615571),  had  his  rating  reduced,  on 
November  23, 1893,  by  due  process  of  law,  after  medical  examinaHon, 
to  $6  per  month. 

On  September  17,  1897,  he  filed  a  declaration  for  increase,  increase 
being  granted  on  May  19, 1898,  to  |12  per  month.  The  last-mentioned 
declaration  contained  the  following  statement,  viz: 

He  also  believes  that  the  reduction  of  his  pension  to  $6  per  month  was  erroneous, 
and  he  therefore  claims  a  rerating  at  the  rate  originally  allowed  him,  viz:  $12  ]ier 
month  from  the  date  of  reduction. 

No  attention  was  paid  to  the  request  embodied  in  the  quoted  state- 
ment, and  an  appeal  was  filed  on  August  27,  1898,  from  the  refusal  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  restore  him  to  his  original  rate  irom 
the  date  of  reduction. 

Although  the  term  "rerating"  is  used  in  claimant's  declaration,  the 
declaration  is  not  one  for  "rerating"  within  the  meaning  of  the  woixl 
as  it  is  generally  used  in  pension  matters.  It  is  a  declaration  for 
increase,  coupled  with  a  request  for  restomtibn  from  the  date  of  reduc- 
tion, to  the  rate  in  force  when  he  was  reduced.  In  other  words,  it  is  a 
claim  for  increase  and  restoration  to  rate  from  date  of  reduction. 

Paragraph  3,  on  page  102,  of  A  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  published  in  1898,  is  as  follows: 

When  a  declaration  for  increase  is  filed  on  account  of  the  old,  or  newly  alleged 
causes  of  disability,  and  in  the  same  dec^laration  the  claimant  states  that  he  wishes  to 
ise(!ure  a  restoration  of  the  former  rate  from  date  of  reduction,  or  that  he  claims  pen- 
sion from  the  date  of  tiling  a  prior  application,  or  a  higher  rate  from  the  date  of  cx)iii- 
mencement  of  original  pension,  such  claim  will  be  treated  as  a  claim  for  increase,  and 
that  part  of  the  claim  which  relates  to  the  other  matters  stated  herein  will  be  rejected 
as  informal. 

The  pamgmph  quoted  rules  out  three  classes  of  claims  from  cons^id- 
eration  if  they  are  embodied  in  a  declaration  for  increase  filed  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  viz: 

First.  A  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  which  rate  has  either 
been  reduced  or  wholly  taken  away. 
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Second.  A  claim  for  a  pension,  under  a  former  declaration. 

Third.  A  claim  that  any  rate,  previously  allowed,  was  not  commen- 
surate with  the  disability  shown  to  exist. 

As  to  the  first  class,  it  appears  to  the  Department,  after  careful 
consideration  of  all  matters  that  enter  into  such  a  claim,  that  a  refusal 
to  consider  such  a  claim,  if  it  is  embodied  in  a  declaration  for  increase, 
works  an  unnecessary  hardship  on  claimants,  and  would  seem  to  serve 
no  good  purpose  from  an  administrative  standpoint.  It  compels  a 
claimant  to  file  many  extra  papers,  and  await  two  adjudications,  when 
the  end  to  be  attained  could  easily  be  gained  by  the  filing  of  one  dec- 
laration and  the  necessary  affidavits,  and  have  both  issues  decided  at 
the  same  time.  The  question  as  to  what  rate  a  soldier  is  entitled  to 
to-day,  and  what  he  was  entitled  to  when  reduced  or  dropped,  involves 
a  consideration  of  the  same  class  of  testimony,  and  all  of  the  facts 
xnder  both  issues  are  before  the  Bureau  at  the  same  time.  It  would 
seem,  therefore,  that  both  questions  could  be  more  easily  considered, 
and  conclusions  reached  at  that  time,  with  less  labor  and  under  better 
conditions  than  at  any  other  date. 

As  to  the  second  class,  it  is  first  remarked  that  such  a  claim  is  noth- 
ing more  or  less  than  the  invoking  of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  It 
has  been  held  by  the  Department  that  no  formal  application  need  be 
filed  under  said  act  in  order  that  a  claimant  may  have  its  benefits. 
Said  act  does  not  alter  the  law  in  a  single  respect  from  what  it  was 
previously.  It  but  reiterates  that  if  the  evidence  shows  a  soldier  to 
be  pensionable  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  declaration,  then  his  pen- 
sion should  commence  from  such  date.  Inasmuch,  then,  as  no  decla- 
ration is  necessary,  it  would  seem  that  a  rule  which  practicallj'^  compels 
him  to  file  one  is  incongruous,  and  would  be  a  violation  of  the  intent 
of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  An  embodiment  in  a  declaration  for 
increase,  of  a  claim  that  a  pensioner  is  entitled  to  a  rating  under  a 
declaration  previously  filed,  and  which  claim  has  been  rejected,  is,  as 
stated,  but  an  invoking  of  the  principles  of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896, 
and  it  would  seem  as  sensible  and  reasonable  to  include  it  in  a  claim 
about  to  be  filed  as  to  make  it  the  contents  of  a  separate  document. 

The  third  class  refers  to  a  claim  that  the  rate  originally  allowed  was 
insufficient. 

While  the  argument  used  in  discussing  the  first  class  of  claims  is 
applicable,  to  a  considerable  extent,  to  the  third  class,  yet  when  such 
:i  claim  is  analyzed  it  will  be  seen  that  a  claim  of  the  third  class  is 
practically  one  of  rerating.  This  Department  has  sustained  the  rule 
that  a  rerating  claim  and  one  for  increase,  under  the  general  law, 
should  not  be  embodied  in  the  same  declaration;  and  the  same  reasons 
which  lead  to  such  a  conclusion  would  apply  with  equal  force  to  a 
similar  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  prac^tice, 
then,  of  refusing  to  consider  a  declaration  based  upon  an  allegation 
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that  a  former  rating  was  inadequate,  in  connection  with  a  declaratioD 
for  increase,  is  sustained. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  it  is  hereby  ordered:  That  pai-agraph  3.  on 
page  102,  of  A  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approvcnl 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9,  181>8,  be,  and  the  same  *b 
hereby,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

If  a  declaration  for  increase  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1^*". 
contains  an  allegation  that  claimant  has  lieen  wrongfully-  reduced  or 
dropped,  or  if  such  declaration  for  increase  contains  an  allegation  that 
claimant's  pension  should  have  commenced  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of 
a  declaration  prior  to  the  one  under  which  he  was  originally  granted 
a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  such  allegations  will  l>e  con- 
sidered and  adjudicated.  If  such  a  declaration  for  increase  alleges 
that  claimant  is  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  than  that  allowed  under  any 
previous  declaration,  such  allegation,  being  practically  for  rerating, 
will  be  treated  as  invalid.  A  claim  for  increase  and  rerating  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  will  be  treated  solely  as  one  for  increase. 

Paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  said  treatise,  being  in  conflict  with  the 
above  order,  it  is  hereby  ordered  that  the  last  sentence  in  said  para- 
graph 1,  page  103,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  stricken  out. 

The  refusal  to  consider  the  claim  for  restoration  in  the  within  claim 
is  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  the  claim  will  be  reopened  in  accordance 
with  the  above  order. 

Action  reversed. 

Approved: 

E.  A.  Hitchcock,  Secretary, 


I 
disloyalty-sectiox  4716-evidence. 

John  H.  Kimball. 

The  record  shows  claimant  a.s  "transferred"  to  Colonel  O'Neill  from  Andersonville. 
Ga.,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer.  There  is  no  record  or  evidence  in  the  ca^of 
enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army,  or  of  any  act  on  claimant's  part  k)\ 
aiding  or  abetting  the  reljellion. 

Held:  The  action  of  dropping  was  unlawful. 

One  has  an  undoubted  right  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life  in  any  way  tliat  pre- 
sents itself,  as  well  outside  as  inside  the  prison,  if  in  so  doing  he  does  not  aid  or 
abet  the  enemy.  The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  \^ 
not  in  conflict  with  such  doctrine. 

Assistant  Secretai^y  J^^,  L,  CarnvhM  to  the  Commiss-iatwr  of  Pehdorii^^ 

Oetof>er  10,  1900. 

John  H.  Kimball,  formerly  a  corporal  in  Company  G,  Fifteenth 
Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantr\\  and  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  at  the  maximum  rate,  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on 
August  81,  1895,  under  section  471^)  Revised  Statutes.     An  ap 
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filed  on  June  28,  1898,  contends  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  law  and 
fact. 

There  being  an  important  feature  in  this  case  on  which  this  Depart- 
ment desired  full  information,  the  case  was  returned  to  the  Conmais- 
sioner  of  Pensions  with  the  following  opinion : 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  soldier  enlisted  on  July  21,  1861, 
an<l  was  present  on  rolls  up  to  April  30,  1864.  Captured  at  Fredericksburg,  Va., 
May  9,  1864,  cronfined  at  Richmond,  Va.,  May  9,  1864,  sent  to  Andersonville,  Ga., 
June 8,  1864,  and  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,  January 
23,  1865."  "Released''  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  April  22,  1865,  mustered  out  at  Boston, 
Mass.,  June  6,  lvS65. 

The  procedure  taken  in  this  claim  gave  rise  to  correspondence  on  the  part  of  the 
member  of  Congress  from  claimant's  district,  the  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
DivL*?ion  of  the  War  Department,  and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  part  of  said 
correspondence  being  in  evidence  herein.  In  this  correspondence  is  a  copy  of  a 
letter  purporting  to  have  been  written  by  the  said  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
Division,  in  which  claimant's  record  is  recited  as  hereinbefore  set  out,  with  the  fol- 
lowing additional  remarks: 

*'  No  record  has  been  found  to  establish  that  this  man  actually  enlisted  in  the  Army 
of  the  Confederate  States,  or  to  show  his  whereabouts  and  status  between  January  23, 
im)5,  and  April  22,  1865." 

The  letter  in  which  the  above  occurs,  dated  June  26,  1895,  was  evidently  inclosed 
in  another  letter  written  by  the  aforesaid  member  of  Congress  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions,  to  which  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  replieil  under  date  of  July  13, 
1895.  In  this  reply  the  reasons  for  dropping  claimant's  name  from  the  rolls  are  gone 
into,  somewhat  in  detail,  as  follows: 

"It  is  not  necessary  to  show  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  to  bar  a 
man's  right  to  pension.  Section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  *that  no  money  on 
account  of  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  etc.,  who,  in  any  manner,  voluntarily 
engafjed  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion.'  The  statement  made  by  the  Chief 
of  the  Record  and  Pension  Division  that  'no  record  has  l)een  found  to  establish  the 
fact  that  this  man  actually  enlisted  in  the  Army  of  the  Confederate  States,'  is  not 
sufficient  to  give  this  claimant  status.  The  statements  of  Mr.  Kimliall  in  his  affidavit 
are  not  borne  out  by  the  facts  as  known  to  this  Bureau.  The  Bureau  is  in  possession 
of  information  that  a  large  number  of  prisoners  at  Andersonville — several  hundred 
in  all — were,  on  January  23,  1865,  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting 
officer,  having  volunteered  to  go  with  him  and  build  stockades  and  do  guard  duty, 
and  it  appears  that  this  pensioner  was  among  them.  They  did  this  no  doubt  to  escape 
the  rigors  of  prison  life,  but  the  Assistant  Secretary,  in  decision  No.  118,  has  held 
that  they  are  not  now  entitled  to  pension." 

In  order  that  the  foregoing  may  be  better  understood,  claimant's  statements  are 
herewith  set  forth:  He  asserts  in  his  affidavits  that  while  confined  at  Andersonville, 
about  the  time  of  Sherman's  raid,  a  call  was  made  at  the  prison  at  Andersonville  for 
men  to  build  additional  barracks  for  the  accommodation  of  the  prisoners,  just  outside 
the  stockade.  The  soldier  and  a  few  others  agreed  to  go  out,  concluding  among 
themselves  that  the  chance  of  escape  was  greater  outside  than  inside  the  stockade. 
Instead  of  being  put  to  work  just  outside  the  stockade  they  were  taken  to  Macon,  Ga., 
and  allowed  to  rest  a  few  days.  While  thus  resting,  claimant,  in  company  with  six 
others,  escaped  and  made  their  way  to  Savannah,  Ga.,  where  they  gave  themselves 
op  to  the  Union  pickets;  that  he  never  enlisted  in  the  Confedeiate  States  Anny, 
and  never  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States.  He  states  he  can  not 
verify  his  statement,  as  to  details,  for  he  has  no  means  of  knowing  the  whereabouts 
of  hia  comrades  ^  t 
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A  very  peculiar  phase  of  this  case  is  brought  about  by  the  statement  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  that  the  Bureau  is  in  possession  of  information  to  the  effect 
that  "several  hundred*'  of  Anderson ville  prisoners  '* volunteered"  to  build  stock- 
ades and  do  guard  duty,  and  were  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting 
officer,  for  that  purpose,  and  that  this  information  negatives  claimant's  version,  fur- 
ther stating  "they  did  this,  no  doubt,  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life,  but  the 
Assistant  Secretary  has  held,  in  Decision  No.  118,  that  they  are  not  now  entitled  to 
pension." 

These  statements  are  open  to  several  very  serious  objections.  Firet.  If  the  Bureau 
of  Pensions  has  the  information  stated,  it  is  not  in  this  case,  and  most  assuredly  pen- 
sioner can  not  be  deprived  of  his  pension  by  reason  of  "information"  not  in  evi- 
dence. Claimant  is  entitled  to  know  what  this  evidence  consists  of,  where  it  was 
obtained,  and  with  whom  it  originated.  A  pensioner  must  be  given  the  statutory 
opportunity  and  time,  under  the  law,  to  refute  any  charges  by  which  it  is  proposed 
to  drop  his  name  from  the  rolls.  It  is  not  enough  for  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
to  say  that  he  possesses  "information."  The  pensioner  has  undoubtedly  the  right 
to  know  all  about  such  information  and  to  refute  it  if  he  can.  This  principle  is  ele- 
mentary, too  much  so  to  admit  of  discussion,  and  any  other  procedure  is  in  the 
nature  of  star-chamber  practice,  which  method  has  never  been  tolerated  in  the 
United  States. 

Now,  in  order  (inasmuch  as  an  important  issue  is  involved)  that  the  case  may  be 
legally  and  effectually  disposed  of  under  the  present  appeal,  the  papers  are  herewith 
returned  to  you  with  a  request  that  you  furnish  this  Department  with  the  following 
information,  viz:  What  is  the  precise  information  in  the  possession  of  the  Pension 
Bureau  regarding  "several  hundred"  of  Anderson  ville  prisoners  who  were  tnm.s- 
f erred  to  Colonel  O'Neill  on  January  23,  1865;  what  does  the  information  consist 
of;  when  did  it  originate;  and  when  and  where  was  it  obtained?  In  short,  what 
evidence  is  there  in  the  possession  of  the  Pension  Bureau  that  this  appellant  ever 
aided  or  abetted  the  war  of  the  rebellion? 

Upon  a  return  of  the  papers,  together  with  the  information  requested  here,  this 
case  will  receive  further  consideration. 

The  reply  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  the  above  has  been 
received  by  this  Department  under  date  of  July  31,  1900,  and  is  as 
follows: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  the  30th  ultimo,  requesting  a  further  report  in  this 
claim,  setting  forth  the  information  upon  which  the  Bureau  based  its  action  drop- 
ping the  pensioner's  name  from  the  roll,  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  the  following: 

The  action  of  dropping  in  this  claim,  which  was  taken  August  31, 1895,  upon  notice 
dated  June  19,  1895,  appears  to  have  been  based'  on  the  record  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment, which  is  referred  to  in  the  notice  to  pensioner,  as  follows: 

*'You  are  informed  that  it  is  shown  by  a  report  from  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  filed  in  this  office,  that  you  exchanged  your  condition  as  prisoner  of 
war  for  service  in  the  Confederate  States  Army." 

The  record  alluded  to  in  the  above  notice  shows  that  this  soldier,  while  a  prisoner 
of  war  at  Anderson  ville,  Ga.,  was  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting 
officer,  January  23, 1865,"  was  "released  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  April  22, 1865,"  and  sub- 
sequently mustered  out  on  individual  muster-out  roll  at  Boston,  Mass.,  June  6, 1865. 

In  a  letter  to  Hon.  J.  H.  Walker,  member  of  Congress  from  Massachusetts,  dated 
July  13,  1895,  it  is  stated  that— 

"The  Bureau  is  in  possession  of  information  that  a  large  number  of  prisoners  at 
Andersonville — several  hundred  in  all — were,  on  Januar>'  23,  1865,  transferred  to 
Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer,  having  volunteered  to  ko  with  him  and 
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build  stockades  and  do  guard  duty,  and  it  appears  that  this  pensioner  was  among 
them." 

This  statement  is  presumed  to  refer  to  record  evidence  and  other  data  contained  in 
various  claims  in  this  Bureau,  which  it  would  be  difficult  at  this  time  to  identify. 

Many  pensioners  who  had  been  placed  on  the  pension  roll  under  the  act  of  June 
27. 1890,  at  a  time  when  it  was  held  that  disloyalty  was  no  bar  to  pension  under  that 
ai%  were  subsequently  dropped  from  the  roll  after  the  Department  had  reversed  its 
ruling  on  that  point.  Quite  a  considerable  number  were  dropped,  like  this  claimant, 
on  a  record  showing  that  they  had  rendered  service  under  Colonel  O'Neill,  but,  as 
above  stated,  it  would  be  difficult  now  to  go  through  the  file  of  the  Bureau  and 
identify  these  claims. 

But  while  this  information — that  several  hundred  prisoners  had  enlisted  to  serve 
under  (Colonel  O'Neil — was  stated  in  a  letter  to  Congressman  Walker,  in  reply  to  his 
communication,  it  was  not  embodied  in  the  notice  to  pensioner,  nor  is  it  understood 
that  this  information  was  a  ground  of  the  action  taken  by  the  Bureau  in  this  case. 
The  Bureau's  action  in  this  case  appears  to  have  been  based  upon  the  record  of  the 
War  Department  showing  specifically  this  soldier's  service  under  Colonel  O'Neill.    - 

That  Colonel  O'Neill  recruited  an  organization  from  among  the  prisoners  at  Ander- 
son ville  it  is  presumed  is  not  questioned,  especially  in  view  of  claimant's  admissions. 
Claimant  admits  that  he  with  seven  other  prisoners,  in  response  to  a  call  for  'S'^ol- 
unteere,"  went  with  Colonel  O'Neill,  ostensibly  to  build  barracks  for  the  officers,  but 
really  to  try  to  make  his  escape;  that  they  went  with  him  as  far  as  Macon,  Ga., 
where  claimant  made  his  escape.  Claimant's  statement  that  he  made  his  '^  escape" 
at  Macon  is  not  corroborated  by  the  record.  On  the  contrary,  the  record  shows  that 
he  was  "released,  April  22, 1865,  at  Savannah,  Ga.,"  three  months  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  his  "transfer"  to  Colonel  O'Neill.  On  its  face  this  record  shows  that  claim- 
ant's service  under  Colonel  O'Neill  covered  a  period  of  three  months  from  the  date 
of  his  "transfer"  at  Andersonville  till  his  "release"  at  Savannah,  Ga.  Claimant 
can  not  give  the  names  of  any  of  the  seven  men  who  went  with  him.  Men  who,  he 
says,  felt  that  they  "could  trust  each  other,"  and  we  therefore  have  only  his  word 
as  to  the  character  or  incidents  of  his  service  with  Colonel  O'Neill  or  his  motive  for 
joining  his  command.  His  statements  are  uncorroborated,  and  he  virtually  admits 
that  they  can  not  be  corroborated. 

It  may  be  stated  that  the  "information  "  referred  to  in  the  Bureau  letter  of  July 
13,  1895,  to  Congressman  Walker,  that  several  hundred  prisoners  had  enlisted  at 
Andersonville  under  Colonel  O'Neill,  has  no  specific  reference  to  this  soldier,  The 
Bureau  has  no  information  having  a  direct  bearing  on  the  question  of  his  Confeder- 
ate eervice  other  than  that  contained  in  the  record  in  this  claim,  showing  his  transfer, 
while  a  prisoner,  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  "rebel  recruiting  officer,"  his  subsequent 
"  release,"  and  his  admissions  in  connection  therewith  above  referred  to. 

It  may  be  suggested  that  evidence  tending  to  show  that  claimant's  enlistment  was 
merely  a  ruse  to  escape  imprisonment,  raises  a  question  of  fact,  or  motive,  to  be  con- 
sidered and  decided  as  such.  But,  that  Colonel  O'Neill's  organization,  was  a  rebel 
organization,  and  that  voluntary  service  therein  was  an  act  of  disloyalty  is  assumed  to 
be  admitted.  It  is  believed  to  be  equally  clear  that,  in  the  absence  of  rebutting  evi- 
dence, the  record  in  this  case  fully  warranted  the  action  of  dropping  pensioner's 
name  from  the  roll." 

It  is  seen  by  the  foregoing  that  the  Pension  Bureau  has  not  in  its 
possession — at  least  admits  that  it  can  not  produce  it — a  list  of  the 
names  of  several  hundred  Andersonville  prisoners  who  were  trans- 
ferred to  Colonel  O'Neill,  having  volunteered  to  go  with  him  and  help 
build  stockades  and  do  guard  duty,  which  list  included  this  claimant's 
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name.  The  Bureau  also  claims  that  such  information  plays  no  part  in 
the  rejection  of  the  claim,  although  its  letter  to  Congressman  Walker 
would  seem  to  convey  the  contrary  impression. 

Under  the  statements  made  in  the  letter  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  of  July  31,  1900,  to  this  Department,  it  is  clear  that,  as  the 
case  now  stands,  the  claim  stands  rejected  upon  the  evidence  contained 
in  the  record  of  this  claim  showing  his  transfer,  while  a  prisoner,  to 
Colonel  O'Neill,  *'  rebel  recruiting  officer,"  his  subsequent  ''  release,'' 
and  his  admissions  in  connection  therewith.  To  said  evidence,  then, 
the  further  discussion  of  the  claim  will  be  directed. 

The  record  shows  claimant  '"transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel 
recruiting  officer,  January  23,  1865;"  and  the  War  Department  fur- 
ther states,  "No  record  has  been  found  to  establish  that  this  man 
actually  enlisted  in  the  Arm}"  of  the  Confederate  States." 

Now,  it  is  within  the  knowledge  of  this  Department  that  no  official 
records  kept  at  Andersonville  prison  ever  fell  into  the  hands  of  the 
Federal  authorities  save  a  very  few  hospital  records.  The  prisoner- 
of-war  records  do  frequently"  show  the  enlistment  into  the  Confederate 
States  Army  of  many  Union  prisoners  who  were  or  had  been  confined 
at  Andersonville,  and  those  individuals  generally  came  into  the  Con- 
federate States  Army  through  the  instrmnentality  of  Colonel  O'Neill. 
The  records  of  these  men,  however,  were  never  obtained  from  the 
records  of  Andersonville  prison.  They  were  obtained  in  diflFerent  sec- 
tions of  the  Confederacy,  from  records  showing  the  component  parts 
of  the  several  commands,  the  same  as  many  company  and  regimental 
records  of  the  Union  volunteers,  outside  of  and  independent  of  the 
Federal  records,  show  when,  where,  how,  and  by  whom  the  meml>ers 
of  the  regiments  and  comjmnies  were  enlisted. 

It  has  been  almost  universally  held  that,  when  such  Confederate 
records  show  a  prisoner  enlisted  by  Colonel  O'Neill,  the  presumption 
inmiediately  attaches  that  such  enlistment  was  voluntary,  and  a  volun- 
tary enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army,  per  se,  is  prima  facie, 
an  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  rebellion.  This  is  the  position  taken 
in  said  decision  No.  118,  which  is  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Milo 
Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  cited  in  the  letter  quoted  from  herein. 

In  the  Ousterhout  case  supra,  and  which  is  evidently  the  basis  of 
your  ac^tion  in  the  within  claim,  it  is  shown  that  Ousterhout  while  a 
prisoner  at  Andersonville,  actually  enlisted  in  the  Tenth  Tennessee, 
Confederate  States  Infantry,  and  was  captured  in  arms  by  the  Federal 
Army  at  Egypt  Station,  Miss.,  December  28,  1804.  In  the  discussion 
of  Ousterhout's  status,  reference  was  made  to  the  case  of  Russell 
S.  Cole  (4  P.  D.,  141),  in  which  case  Cole  admitted  that  he  took  the 
oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  Government,  and  did  not  join  his 
command  until  June  5,  1865,  at  which  date  the  rebellion  had  virtually 
collapsed.  Cole  also  admitted  that  he  did  so  '"  solely  to  save  his  life 
and  get  out  of  the  stockade  and  into  the  Union  Jines.^y  (^qqq{^ 
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It  is  desired,  in  order  that  no  misapprehension  may  arise  in  the 
future,  to  call  especial  attention  to  just  what  the  Ousterhout  case 
decides,  and  such  is  found  in  the  summing  up  of  the  conclusions  at  the 
end  of  the  opinion  in  the  case.  It  decides,  first,  that  an  enlistment  in 
the  Confederate  Army  will  be  presumed  to  be  voluntary,  and  that  such 
an  act  is  an  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion;  second,  that  the  pre- 
sumption by  reason  of  such  enlistment  can  be  overcome  only  by  the 
most  positive,  direct,  and  satisfactory  evidence,  and  that  the  fact  that 
one  was  confined  in  a  Confederate  prison  is  not  such  evidence. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  no  record  of  enlistment  in  the  Confed- 
erate States  Army,  and  claimant  swears  that  he  never  did  so  enlist,  and 
never  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States.  It  is  not 
proposed  to  deviate  an  iota  from  the  principles  and  doctrines  laid  down 
in  the  Ousterhout  case,  but  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the  purview 
of  the  Ousterhout  case,  for  the  pivotal  point  on  which  the  Ousterhout 
case  turns,  is  whoUy  missing  in  the  present  one.  The  Ousterhout  case 
can  not,  then,  be  made  a  basis  for  the  rejection  of  the  within  chiim. 

Another  question  in  the  case  to  be  discussed  is.  Is  the  fact  that  this 
appellant  was  ''transfeiTcd"  to  Colonel  O'Neill  sufiicient  to  raise  any 
presumption  of  disloyalty  i 

The  fact  that  a  prisoner  was  turned  over  from  one  Confederate  offi- 
cer to  another  Confederate  officer — and  that  is  all  the  record  shows — 
carries  no  such  presumption  with  it.  The  cause  for  such  transfer  is 
apjmrent  only  b\^  claimant's  testimony,  and  he  states  it  to  be  that  he 
agreed  to  such  transfer  for  a  specific  object,  viz,  to  build  larger  and 
better  accommodations  for  his  fellow  prisoners  just  outside  the  stock- 
ade. This  he  was  not  allowed  to  do,  but  was  taken  a  long  distance 
away,  and  in  time  made  his  appeamnce  in  the  Union  lines,  at  Savan- 
nah, Ga. 

I^cause  a  prisoner  of  war  was  "  tmnsf erred ''  from  the  officers  of 
one  branch  of  the  Confederate  service  to  an  officer  of  another,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  last-mentioned  officer  was  a  recruiting 
officer,  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  show  that  the  said  prisoner  enlisted. 
Few  prisoners  actually  enlisted  without  the  record  of  such  enlistment 
eventually  making  its  appearance  somewhere  in  the  Confederate 
archives,  and  the  absence  of  such  a  record  of  enlistment  of  claimant  is 
a  point  decidedly  corroboititive  of  his  assertion  that  he  never  did 
enlist.  The  record  ^'transferred  "is  not  enough,  per  se,  to  prove  the 
fact  of  enlistment. 

The  record  shows  claimant  as  '"released"  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  three 
months  after  he  was  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  and  the  same 
question  arises  as  did  under  the  record  of  "transferred."  If  he  was 
a  prisoner  of  war  in  the  hands  of  the  Confederacy,  a  release  would 
naturally  mean  that  the  Confederates  turned  him  over  to  the  P\^deral 
officers  as  a  prisoner.     It  certainly  could  not  imply  that  he  was  an 
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enlisted  man  in  the  Confederac}\  That  many  Union  prisoners  made 
their  escape,  as  well  as  were  released,  during  Sherman's  march  to  the 
sea,  and  joined  the  Federal  army  during  said  march,  as  well  as  at 
Savannah,  is  too  well  authenticated  by  history  to  be  disputed.  That 
the  Confederate  record  shows  him  ''released"  at  a  time  when  the 
Confederacy  was  in  the  last  stages  of  dissolution,  and  when  little  care 
might  naturally  have  been  taken  in  a  choice  of  words  to  express  a 
technical  meaning,  does  not  seem,  to  this  Department,  to  warrant  a 
conclusion,  unless  strongly  supported  by  other  evidence,  that  the 
released  man  was  an  enlisted  man  in  the  Confederac3\ 

It  must  certainly  ])e  apparent  by  what  has  been  recited  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  record  which  warrants  a  conclusion  that  this  soldier 
ever  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  Army  or  ever  took  the  oath  of  alle- 
giance to  the  Confederate  States. 

It  is  not  disputed  for  an  instant  but  that  one,  even  though  he  be  a 
prisoner  in  Andersonville,  could  aid  and  abet  the  war  of  the  rebel- 
lion in  other  wa3's  than  by  enlisting  in  the  Confederate  States  Army. 
Whatever  this  appellant  may  actually  have  done  in  this  direction  we 
have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with,  onl}^  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  the 
case  discloses. 

It  may  be  assumed  as  proved  that  the  record  does  not  show  any 
enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army  or  any  aiding  or  abetting  of  the 
war  of  the  rebellion.  The  only  evidence  on  this  question  Ls  found  in 
his  own  testimony,  wherein  he  states  that  he  volunteered  to  help  build 
stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  the  prisoners  in  Anderson- 
ville, but  that  when  he  was  released  from  the  prison  he  was  not 
allowed  to  do  so.  He  was  taken  to  Macon,  but  does  not  state  how 
long  he  was  on  the  way  to  that  place  from  Andersonville.  He  asserts 
that  he  was  allowed  to  rest  at  Macon  a  few  days  and  then  made  his 
escape.  There  is  nothing  partaking  of  the  marvelous  or  improbable 
in  his  narration,  and  this  sequence  of  events  described  by  him  is  the 
same  as  in  hundreds  of  cases  known  to  actually  have  happened. 
There  is  certainl}'^  nothing  in  his  story  which  warrants  an  assumption 
that  it  is  false.  It  was  but  eighty-nine  days  from  the  time  he  was 
transferred  until  he  made  his  appearance  at  Savannah — not  a  remark- 
ably long  space  of  time  to  have  been  used  in  being  taken  from  Ander- 
sonville to  Macon  and  in  making  his  way  from  then(*e  to  Savannah. 

The  issue  in  this  case  narrows  itself  down  to  the  question,  Was  the 
act  of  volunteering  to  build  larger  quarters  for  his  fellow-prisoners  at 
Andersonville  aiding  or  abetting  the  rebellion? 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Statutes  which  prevents  a  prisoner  of  war 
who  offered  to  alleviate  either  his  own  or  his  comrade's  condition  from 
drawing  a  pension,  provided  he  did  not  aid  or  abet  the  rebellion  by  so 
doing;  and  the  theory  that  the  offer  to  help  in  building  better  and 
more  commodious  quarters  for  fellow-prisoners  in  such  an  act  does  not 
seem  to  be  warranted.  ^^.^.^^,  .^  GoOglc 
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The  willingness  to  assist  in  building  larger  quarters  for  the  Union 
prisoners,  even  if  carried  into  execution,  would  not  be  aiding  or  abet- 
ting the  rebellion.  From  almost  any  standpoint  at  which  such  a  pro- 
ceeding can  be  viewed,  it  would  appear  to  be  the  opposite. 

The  phrase,  "  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life,"  is  altogether  too 
general  a  one  on  which  to  deprive  one  of  a  pension.  One  has  an 
undoubted  right,  under  the  law,  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life  out- 
side the  prison,  if  he  can  get  out,  just  as  much  as  he  has  to  escape  them 
inside  the  walls,  provided  he  does  not  aid  and  abet  the  enemy  by  so 
doing. 

Suppose  the  soldier  had  actually  engaged,  inside  the  prison  walls, 
and  under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  a  Confederate  office,r,  in 
making  himself  and  fellow-prisoners  more  commodious  quarters,  or  in 
alleviating  their  condition  in  a  variety  of  ways;  would  he  be  aiding  or 
abetting  the  rebellion  thereby?  Is  the  offer  to  do  so,  outside  the 
prison  walls,  an}'^  more  reprehensible? 

There  is  not  a  scintilla  of  proof  in  the  within  case  to  show  that  the 
appellant  ever  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion  in  any  manner,  or  ever 
oflFered  to,  or  intimated  that  he  was  willing  to  do  so.  If  he  actually 
did,  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  to  be  found  in  the  papers. 

Upon  a  very  careful  reading  of  the  letter  to  the  Department  dated 
July  31,  1900,  and  embodied  herein,  two  things  are  apparent,  first, 
You  evidently  considered  the  record  and  claimant's  admissions  to  be 
suflScient  proof  of  an  actual  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army. 
Second,  You  state  that  claimant  "  exchanged  "  his  "condition  as  pris- 
oner of  war  for  service  in  the  Confederate  States  Army." 

As  to  the  first,  it  is  shown  in  this  opinion  that  the  record  and  testi- 
mony not  only  are  not  direct  proof  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confeder- 
ate States  Army,  but  that  the  record,  taken  with  the  evidence,  is  not 
sufficient  to  raise  such  a  presumption. 

As  to  the  second,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  there  is  no  evidence,  of 
any  nature,  that  he  ever  sei-ved,  or  rendered  service,  in  the  Confed- 
erate States  Army. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


MARRIAGE  AND  DIVORCE— E\TDENCE— PRESUMPTIONS— PROOF. 

Louisa  C.  Germain  and  Mary  C.  Orr. 

1.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  decisions  in  the  Germain  and  Orr  cases. 

2.  In  the  Germain  case  it  was  held  that  the  presumption  was,  in  the  absence  of 

proof  to  the  contrary,  that  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the 
time  of  his  second  marriage  to  the  claimant;  but  such  presumption  is  rebuttable. 

3.  In  the  Orr  case  the  presumption  of  divorce  was  rebutted  by  the  e\idence  of  the 

first  wife  and  the  records  of  the  court  showing  that  no  divorce  liad  been  pro- 
cared  as  claimed. 
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Asffiatant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campf>tll  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

October  30, 1900. 

1  am  in  receipt  of  your,favor  of  the  5th  instant,  in  which  you  invite 
my  attention  to  inclosed  copies  of  departmental  decisions  in  the  pen- 
sion claim  of  Man'  C.  Orr  (10  P.  D.,  348)  and  Louisa  C.  Germain  (11 
P.  D.,  Q^S).     Concerning  the  same  3'ou  say: 

In  both  of  these  cases  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  rendered  decisions 
involving  the  question  of  presumption  of  divorce  in  cases  of  second  marriage,  and 
these  decisions  are  in  apparent  conflict  as  to  the  weight  which  should  be  given  to 
evidence  of  a  certain  character,  and  also  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  they  are 
based. 

After  reciting  the  material  facts  disc»losed  b}'  the  recx)rds  of  the 
cases,  respectively,  and  the  at*tions  taken  upon  the  same  by  the  Bureau 
of  Pensions  and  by  the  Department,  you  say  further: 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  cases  invohing  the  same  questions  as  are  involved  in  thesse 
cases  are  constantly  arising,  and  naid  decisions  are  directly  in  conflict  with  ea<»h  other 
as  to  the  presumptions  which  arise  in  such  cases  and  the  grounds  upon  which  they 
rest,  I  have  the  honor  to  request  that  they  be  harmonized  for  the  guidance  of  this 
Bureau  in  the  future  in  acting  upon  cases  involving  the  same  questions. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  the  decisions  referred  to  are  not  conflict- 
ing in  any  matenal  respect,  and,  therefore,  do  not  need  ''to  be  har- 
monized," as  suggested,  but  that  l)oth  opinions  are  supported  by 
well-recognized  principles  of  jurisprudence. 

On  January  20,  llHX),  the  Department  rendered  a  decision  in  the 
case  of  Louisa  C.  Germain,  in  which  the  action  of  rejection  was 
affirmed. 

In  this  opinion  the  evidence  relating  to  the  divorce  of  the  husband 
from  his  first  wife  was  not  set  out,  but  it  was  therein  stated  as  a  fact, 
which  had  been  positively  shown  by  the  evidence  adduced  on  special 
examination,  that  there  was  no  such  divorce.  Subsequent  to  this  the 
claimant  filed  additional  evidence  as  a  basis  for  reopening  her  said 
claim,  which  evidence  was,  upon  consideration  by  the  Bureau,  held  to 
be  insufficient  to  warrant  a  different  disposition  of  the  claim,  whei"e- 
upon  she  appealed  from  this  action.  Upon  this  appeal  a  decision  wa^s 
rendered  on  September  l-i:,  19(H),  reversing  the  action  complained  of, 
based  upon  the  proposition  that  the  presumption  of  the  validity  of 
claimant's  marriage  to  the  sailor  was  not  overcome  by  the  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  sailor  had  not  been  divorced  from  his  fir^^t 
wife. 

The  latter  decision  in  the  Germain  case,  being  based  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  rejection  of  an  application  for  reopening,  and  not  upon  a 
motion  for  reconsideration,  substantially  overruled  the  former  upon  a 
question  of  evidence. 

You  request  me  to  institute  a  comparison  between  the  case  of  Marv 
C.  Orr  and  that  of  Louisa  C.  Germain,  rendered  on-.September  14, 
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1900,  as  they  involve  "the  question  of  presumption  of  divorce  in 
caaes  of  second  marriage."  You  submit  the  contention  that,  in  the 
respect  above  mentioned,  the  two  cases  "are  directly  in  conflict  with 
each  other,"  and  request  that  they  be  harmonized  for  the  guidance  of 
the  Bureau  of  Pensions. 
In  the  Germain  case  it  is  held  that — 

It  may  be  assumed  as  a  principle  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  and  legality  obtains  as  to  all  proven  marriages,  and  that,  in 
cases  where  one  party  has  been  shown  to  have  married  twice,  the  presumption  of  the 
validity  of  both  marriages  obtains  until  the  contrary  is  shown  by  competent  proof. 
Where  a  second  marriage  is  shown,  the  legal  presumtion  at  once  arises  that  the  first 
marriage  had  been  dissolved  either  by  death  or  divorce  at  the  time  the  second  was 
contracted. 

The  last  proposition  is  a  corollary  incident  to  the  first,  otherwise 
there  could  be  no  presumption  except  in  favor  of  first  marriages.  It 
is  equally  true  that  such  presumptions  are  disputable  and  may  be 
overcome  by  evidence. 

The  soldier  Orr  was  twice  married  and  so  was  the  sailor  Germain, 
and  when  these  facts  were  proven,  the  presumption  at  once  arose  that 
both  of  the  marriages  were  valid  and  lawful.  In  this  respect  the 
cases  are  parallel.  Samantha  Orr  lost  her  case  because  the  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  her  marriage  was  overcome  by  direct  and  positive 
evidence  that  the  soldier  had  not  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife. 
Louisa  C.  Germain  succeeded  in  her  claim  because  there  was  no  com- 
petent evidence  to  overcome  the  presumption  in  favor  of  her  mar- 
riage. In  that  respect  the  two  cases  are  entirely  different.  In  so  far 
as  the  question  of  presumption  is  concerned  there  is  no  want  of  har- 
mony^.  In  the  Orr  case  the  presumption  yielded  to  evidence.  In  the 
(Temiain  case  the  evidence  in  conflict  with  the  presumption  amounted 
to  nothing. 

Samantha  Orr,  alleged  to  be  the  second  wife  of  the  soldier,  filed  a 
claim  for  pension  on  April  13,  1897,  alleging  that  the  soldier  had 
been  divorced  from  his  first  wife  in  Schuyler  County,  N.  Y.,  about 
November,  1860,  prior  to  his  marriage  to  claimant.  The  first  wife, 
Mary  C,  filed  an  application  for  pension  on  May  14,  1897.  It  was 
shown  that  the  soldier  had  been  married  to  each  of  the  claimants. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  second  wife  based  her  title  to  pension, 
not  upon  a  presumption,  but  upon  the  alleged  fact  of  divorce.  The 
evidence  adduced  not  only  failed  to  establish  the  alleged  fact  of 
divorce,  but  went  beyond  that,  and  established  the  fact,  beyond  ques- 
tion, that  the  soldier  had  not  obtained  a  divorce  as  alleged.  It  will  be 
remembered  that  the  soldier  and  bpth  of  the  wives  lived  in  the  State 
of  New  York.  The  courts  which  had  jurisdiction  in  divorce  pro- 
ceedings were  well  known.  That  was  known  to  the  claimant,  Samantha, 
as  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  she  fixed  the  county  in  the  State  q|  New 
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York  in  which,  it  was  claimed,  that  the  divorce  had  been  obtained. 
The  custodian  of  the  records  of  the  courts  which  had  jurisdiction 
appeared  as  a  witness  and  denied  the  existence  of  any  record  of  divorce 
proceedings.  The  first  wife  also  appeared  as  a  witness,  and  testified 
that  the  soldier  had  never,  at  any  time,  obtained  a  divorce  from  her. 
It  is  certainly  diflBcult  to  conceive  how  an}'  better  evidence  could  have 
been  obtained  to  establish  the  fact  that  no  divorce  had  been  granted. 
The  claim  of  the  second  wife,  therefore,  did  not  turn  upon  the  que?- 
tion  of  presumption,  but  upon  a  question  of  direct  and  positive  evi- 
dence. Disputable  presumptions  yield  to  evidence,  and  the  second 
wife,  Samantha,  lost  her  case  on  the  evidence  adduced.  Disputable 
presumptions  are  secondary  to  proof  and  vanish  before  established 
facts.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  second  wife  in  her  application  did 
not  rely  on  a  presumption,  but  rested  her  title  upon  an  alleged  fact  to 
be  proven  by  competent  evidence.  Her  declaration  lifted  her  claim 
beyond  the  domain  of  presumptions. 

Your  communication  contains  the  following  statement: 

This  Bureau  rejectetl  the  application  of  Mary  C.  Orr — the  first  wife — based  upf«n  an 
opinion  of  the  chief  of  the  Law  Division  that  the  facta  ('ont<idere<l,  in  the  light  that 
all  presumptions  of  law  are  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  ceremonial  marriage. 
*  *  *  a  divorce  can  Ix?  presumed  to  have  been  granted  the  soldier  from  the  claim- 
ant, Mary  C,  and  that  Samantha  Orr  can  be  considered  the  soldier's  legal  widow. 

There  could  be  no  objection  to  that  proposition  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  overcome  such  presumption,  but  the  evidence,  herein- 
before mentioned  and  fully  recited  in  the  decision  of  the  Department, 
completely  destroyed  that  presumption.  The  evidence  offered  by 
Samantha  in  support  of  her  declaration  that  a  divorce  had  been 
obtained  was  not  only  insufficient,  but  would  have  l)een  inadmiss;ible 
in  any  judicial  proceeding.  That  evidence  amounted  to  nothing  inon» 
nor  less  than  an  attempt  to  establish  a  judicial  record  by  hearsay  evi- 
dence ;  to  establish  the  existence  of  a  solemn  decree  of  divorce  by  the 
evidence  of  a  constable  who  had  read  the  decree,  not  as  it  appean?d 
upon  record,  but  in  the  hands  of  a  lawyer. 

The  courts  of  Schuyler  County,  X.  Y.,  which  have  jurisdiction 
in  divorce  matters,  are  presumed  to  make  a  record  of  such  proceed- 
ings which  import  verity,  and  that  such  records  remain  in  the  keep- 
ing of  the  proper  custodian  for  the  protection  of  all  parties  at  inter- 
est. It  would  be  a  verj'  strange  and  anomalous  thing,  therefore,  to 
accept  the  memory  of  a  constable  as  the  depository  of  a  solemn  judi- 
cial proceeding.  The  ruling,  therefore,  that  ''Samantha  Orr  t^n  be 
considered  the  soldier's  legal  widow"  was  clearly  eiToneous,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  tantamount  to  the  proposition  that  a  presumption 
in  favor  of  a  second  marriage  would  overcome  direct  and  positive 
proof  that  no  divorce  had  been  granted.     If  a  presumption  carried 
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that  force,  then  evidence  would  have  no  place  in  a  contest  between 
two  applicants^  each  claiming  to  be  the  widow  of  the  same  soldier. 
It  is  further  said,  in  your  letter  of  the  5th  instant,  that: 

In  both  decisions  it  is  assumed  that  the  two  marriages  of  each  soldier  are  suffi- 
ciently proven.  In  both  cases  it  is  held  that  the  fact  of  the  divorce  from  the  first 
wife  is  not  established  by  the  evidence. 

I  respectfully  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  second  sentence 
alx)ve  quoted  contains  an  erroneous  statement.  In  the  Orr  case  it  is 
held  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  was  not  divorced  from 
the  first  wife.  In  the  Germain  case  it  is  held  that  there  was  no  com- 
petent evidence  of  that  character,  and,  for  that  reason,  the  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  the  second  marriage  prevailed.  In  the  Orr  case  the 
presumption  yielded  to  direct  and  positive  evidence,  but  in  the  Ger- 
main case  there  was  no  evidence  to  destroy  the  presumption.  In  that 
lies  the  plain  and  manifest  distinction  between  the  two  cases. 

The  evidence  in  the  Orr  case,  which  was  relied  upon  as  going  to 
show  that  a  divorce  had  been  granted,  did  not  amount  to  proof  of  the 
averment  and  should  be  eliminated  from  the  case  for  the  purpose 
involved  in  this  comparison;  and  that  in  the  Germain  case,  which  tends 
to  show  that  no  divorce  had  been  granted,  should  be  treated  In  like 
manner,  since  it  is  affected  with  the  same  infirmity. 

In  the  case  of  Mary  C.  Orr  there  was  only  one  material  issue  pre- 
.sented  by  the  appeal.     It  is  therein  stated  as  follows: 

The  sole  and  only  issue  presented  by  this  appeal  is,  then,  whether  the  soldier  is 
shown  by  the  evidence  to  have  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife,  Mary  C,  prior  to 
his  marriage  to  Samantha,  or  at  any  time. 

That,  indeed,  was  the  sole  and  only  material  question  in  the  case, 
and  it  was  so  stated  in  the  decision. 

There  is  an  obiter  dictum  in  the  Orr  case  to  the  effect  that  no  pre- 
sumption could  arise,  and,  if  so,  it  would  be  no  stronger  in  favor  of 
the  first  than  of  the  second  maiTiage,  which  might  properly  be  the 
subject  of  criticism,  but  that  question  was  not  involved  as  a  material 
issue  in  the  case  and,  therefore,  lacks  the  force  of  adjudication.  A 
dictum  is  defined  by  Bouvier  to  be  '*  An  opinion  expressed  by  a  court, 
but  which,  not  being  necessarily  involved  in  the  case,  lacks  the  force 
of  an  adjudication."  If  the  second  wife,  Samantha  Orr,  had  been 
given  the  benefit  of  any  presumption,  it  would  have  availed  her  noth- 
ing, for  the  reason  that  the  direct  and  positive  evidence  in  the  case 
overcame  and  destroyed  any  favorable  presumption  which  might  have 
arisen. 

In  a  comparison  instituted  between  the  two  cases  above  mentioned, 
all  mere  dicta  should  be  eliminated  and  the  investigation  should  be  con- 
fined to  the  material  questions  at  issue,  and,  if  found  to  be  harmonious 
in  that  respect,  there  can  be  no  substantial  variance.     There  was. 
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therefore,  no  principle  adjudicated  in  the  case  of  Mary  C.  Orr  which 
is  in  conflict  with  any  ruling  in  the  case  of  Louisa  C.  Germain. 

In  view  of  the  time  that  has  elapsed  since  the  rendition  of  the  decis- 
ion in  this  case,  September  14  ultimo,  prompt  promulgation  thereof  is 
directed. 

Approved: 

E.  A.  Hitchcock,  Secretary. 


i>isix>yalty-e\1dence-presumitions-sectio>'  4716,  k.  s. 
John  H.  Kimball. 

Volunteering  to  build  larger  stockades  for  the  l)etter  accommodation  of  Union 
priHoners  was  not  voluntc»erinjij  to  ai<l  the  rebellion. 

The  record  showinp  the  transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  reoniit- 
ing  oflSccr,  will  not  raine  a  prej>umption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate 
Anny,  but  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  i)resumi)tion  of  aiding  and  alx^ttingthe  rebellion, 
but  the  proof  in  this  ca.«e  showing  that  claimant  neither  enlisted  in  the  Confeil- 
erate  Army  nor  i)erforme<l  service  of  any  kind  in  aid  of  such  rebellion,  such  pn-- 
sumption  of  aiding  and  alwtting  the  relwllion  against  the  authority  of  theUniie*! 
States  is  rebutted,  and  the  decision  in  this  case  of  October  10»  1900,  is  not  in 
conflict  with  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270) ;  Russel  S.  Cole  (4  P.  P.. 
141);  John  S.  McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369);  William  Iledgspeth  {1  P.  D.,  24o),antl 
Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,  64). 

As'sinfant  Secrdary  1^,  Jf.  Camphell  to  the  Cominimloner  of  PemhmK 

Ni^remhT  22,  1900, 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  the  above-entitled  case,  together 
with  the  dcpaitnientjil  opinion  therein,  dated  October  10,1900,  and  your 
communication,  not  dated,  in  which  you  ask  for  further  instructions 
in  regard  to  the  .scope  of  said  opinion. 

You  suggest  that  the  said  decision  is  practically  in  conflict  with  the 
opinions  in  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  Russel  S.  Cole 
(4  P.  D.,  141),  John  S.  ilcCov  (5  P.  D.,  369),  William  Hedgspeth 
(1  P.  I).,  245),  Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,  64),  and  John  W. 
Strange,  Docket  No.  49,SJ)9. 

The  first  vital  question  to  be  disposed  of  in  the  Kimball  case  was. 
Did  Kimball  enlist  in  the  Confederate  Army? 

The  record  did  not  show  him  enlisted,  he  denied  enlistment,  and 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  nature  whatever  showing  an  enlistment. 
The  record  did  show  him  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel 
recruiting  officer,"  and  he  admitted  such  transfer,  explaining  it  in  such 
a  way  as  to  negative  any  presumption  that  the  transfer  was  an  enlist- 
ment. It  was  therefore  held  that  the  evidence,  record  or  otherwise, 
failed  to  show  enlistment,  and  failed  to  raise  a  presumption  of  enlist- 
ment. 
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As  to  such  a  conclusion  being  in  conflict  with  the  decisions  in  the 
cases  cited  by  you,  your  attention  is  invited  to  the  following  in  regard 
thereto: 

In  the  case  of  Hedgspeth,  supra,  the  record  showed  that  Hedgspeth 
took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederacy,  and  he  admitted  that 
he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  Army. 

In  the  case  of  Cole,  supra,  Cole  admitted  that  he  took  the  oath  of 
allegiance  to  the  Confederacy,  and  the  evidence  showed,  and  Cole 
practically  admitted  it,  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  States 
Army. 

The  McCoy  case,  supra,  does  not  touch  upon  enlistment  in  the  Con- 
federate States  Army,  and  will  be  referred  to  later  on  in  this  communi- 
cation. 

In  the  Ousterhout  case,  supra,  the  record  shows  that  Ousterhout 
enlisted  in  the  Confederate  States  Armj-  and  was  captured  in  arms 
against  the  United  States. 

In  the  Guernsey  case,  supra,  Guernsey  admitted  that  he  enlisted  in 
the  Confederate  States  Army  and  performed  duty  therein. 

In  the  Strange  case,  supra,  the  evidence  showed  that  Strange 
enlisted  and  served  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  for  at  least  four 
months. 

In  each  of  the  above  cited  cases  it  is  seen  that  enlistment  in  the  Con- 
federate States  Army  is  shown  as  an  actual  fact,  save  in  the  case  of 
McCoy.  In  the  Kimball  case  enlistment  is  not  shown,  and  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  Kimball  case  and  the  others  referred  to  is  so  obvious 
a8  not  to  merit  discussion. 

All  facts  accepted  as  proved  are  not  necessaril}^  proved  in  the  same 
manner;  but  there  is  a  vast  difference  between  a  fact  actually  proved 
and  another  fact  accepted  as  proved  by  reason  of  pi-esumption.  It 
appears,  in  your  comparison  of  the  Kimball  case  with  the  others 
referred  to  by  you,  that  you  wholly  fail  to  distinguish  between  a  fact 
actually  proved  and  a  fact  not  proved,  but  presumed  by  reason  of 
actual  proof  of  other  facts.  In  none  of  the  cases  referred  to  was  there 
any  question  of  presumption.  The  cases  disclosed  an  actual  proof  of 
enlistment  or  service  in  the  Confederate  States  Anny.  In  the  Kim- 
ball case,  as  stated,  there  was  no  fact  of  enlistment  proved,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  bare  record  of  transfer  to  Colonel  O'Neill  was  not,  per 
se,  enough  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  enlistment. 

The  second  vital  issue  in  the  Kimball  case  was,  Did  Kimball  aid  and 
abet  the  rebellion  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  did  not  enlist? 

Of  all  the  cases  cited  by  you  the  one  of  John  R.  McCoy  (5  P.  D., 
369)  is  the  only  one  which  bears  upon  such  an  issue.  In  said  case 
McCoy  did  not  enlist,  but  it  was  shown  that  he  performed  guard  duty 
under  Colonel  O'Neill,  and  such  was  enough  to  warrant  a  holding  of 
aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion. 
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In  the  Kimball  ease  it  was  held,  and  properly  so,  that  a  volunteer- 
ing to  build  larger  stockades  outside  of  Andersonville,  for  the  better 
accommodation  of  Union  prisoners,  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  and 
abet  the  rebellion;  and  furthermore,  the  evidence  showed  Kimball 
never  was  allowed  to  do  the  particular  act  that  he  expressed  his  will- 
ingness to  do. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  law  is  directed  to  those  who  "volun- 
tarily engaged  in,  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the 
authority  of  the  United  States."  The  Department  has  held,  and 
adheres  to  it,  that  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army,  or  a  taking 
of  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States,  establishes,  prima 
facie,  an  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion.  It  hold?, 
in  the  Kimball  case,  that  a  transfer  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  reci-uiting 
officer,  per  se,  is  not  sufficient  proof  to  warrant  a  presumption  of  an 
enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Amiy ;  but  it  also  holds,  inferen- 
tially,  that  such  a  fact  is  of  so  suspicious  a  nature  as  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption, not  of  enlistment,  but  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion. 
Such  presumption  may  be  rebutted,  and  it  was  so  rebutted  in  the  Kim- 
ball case. 

There  appears  to  be  no  reason  to  modify  the  departmental  decision 
of  October  10,  1900,  in  the  Kimball  case,  in  any  particular.  No  new 
general  principles  are  laid  down;  but,  on  the  conti-ary,  the  general 
principles  governing  such  causes,  as  exeuiplitied  in  the  Ousterhout  case, 
are  in  express  terms  rigidly  adhered  to. 

Your  attention  is  especially  directed  to  the  following  quotation  from 
yours  of  no  date,  found  on  page  4: 

While  the  decisions  of  the  Deimrtraent  show  somewhat  divergent  views  upon  other 
questions  connected  with  this  subject,  earlier  decisions  being  overruled  in  the  Ouster- 
hout decision,  there  haa  been  no  conflict  of  opinion  or  practice  in  treating  a  recf)ni 
of  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rcl)el  recruiting  officer,"  as  equivalent  in  legal 
effect  to  a  record  of  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army. 

If  the  practice  is  correctly  stated  in  the  above  quotation,  such  piuc- 
tice  is  wholly  unwarranted,  and  is  not  a  logical  deduction  from  any  of 
the  cited  cases  of  departmental  decision.  Nowhere,  so  far  as  it  has 
come  under  the  observation  of  the  Department,  has  such  a  doctrine 
been  announced,  or  such  pnictice  approved.  The  transferring  of  a 
prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,  is  not  '^equivalent 
in  legal  effect  to  a  record  of  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  Army,"  and 
after  a  careful  search  such  a  doctrine  is  not  found  to  have  been  enun- 
ciated in  any  departmental  decision.  Such  a  transferring  is  so  suspi- 
cious a  circumstance  an  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting 
the  rebellion — not,  however,  by  enlistment — and  if  such  a  transfer  was 
not  satisfactorily  explained  in  all  particulars,  would  be  fatal  to  a  claim 
by  reason  of  section  4716,  R.  S. 

In  conclusion,  and  in  order  that  no  further  misapprehension  may 
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occur,  you  are  advised  that  this  Department  adheres  to  the  doctrine 
that  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  is  presumed  to  be 
voluntary,  and  is,  prima  facie,  an  aiding  and  abetting  of  the  war  of 
the  rebellion.  It  adheres  to  the  conclusion  of  law  that  a  tmnsfer  of  a 
prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  a  rebel  recruiting  officer,  is  not,  per  se, 
sufficient  on  which  to  base  a  presumption  of  enlistment.  It  adheres  to 
the  conclusion  of  law  that  a  record  of  the  transfer  of  a  prisoner  to 
Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recraiting  officer,  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion,  and  that  such  presump- 
tion will  attach  until  rebutted  by  evidence  of  such  a  character  and 
nature  as  is  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption. 

If  proper  distinction  is  made  between  a  fact  actually  proved,  and  a 
fact  presumed  by  reason  of  other  facts  proved,  the  Kimball  case  will 
be  seen  to  harmonize  with  the  cases  referred  to  by  you,  and  will  enable 
other  cases  of  like  nature  to  be  readily  decided  under  the  law. 


marriage  and  drvorce— evidence. 

Carrie  Peterson  (widow). 

Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  evidence  of  a  ceremony  and  cohabita- 
tion. The  only  evidence  of  his  prior  marriage  is  the  testimony  of  his  sister  and 
a  friend,  to  whom  he  wrote  or  disclosed  that  he  had  married  a  girl  in  a  seaport 
while  he  was  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  sailor.  His  mere  declaration,  without 
other  proof,  is  not  competent  to  establish  such  a  marriage  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  rights  of  this  claimant,  and,  on  this  point,  her  legal  widowhood  is  considered 
established. 

Assistant  Secretary  I^,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Comm isa loner  of  Pen^lofiSy 

Novemhet*  23,  1900. 

Carrie  Peterson,  widow  of  Gustaf  Peterson,  late  of  Company  A, 
Thirty-sixth  Illinois  Infantry,  filed  her  applications  (No.  449,917) 
August  13,  1890,  and  September  28,  1891,  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890.  The  claims  were  rejected  June  9,  1898,  on  the 
ground  of  the  claimant's  inabilit}^  though  aided  by  special  examina- 
tion, to  prove  that  she  is  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  the  evidence 
failing  to  show  whether  soldier  and  former  wife  were  divorced  or 
whether  she  was  dead  or  alive  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to 
the  soldier,  and  because  of  nondependence  at  date  of  filing  claims. 
From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  September  15, 1898,  by  the  attorney 
of  record,  upon  the  contention  that  the  same  was  error  and  not  justi- 
fied by  the  facts. 

Touching  the  first  ground  of  rejection  the  material  facts  appear  to 
be  as  follows:  The  soldier  was  in  the  service  about  one  year  in  1864 
and  1866.  He  died  May  9,  1883,  being  accidentally  drowned.  The 
soldier  and  claimant  were  natives  of  Sweden,  but  never  knew  eadi 
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other  until  about  three  months  before  their  marriage,  January  '2^, 
1806.  He  told  her  he  was  a  single  man,  had  never  been  previously 
married,  and  had  been  a  sailor  for  fifteen  years  before  coining  to  the 
United  States,  which  wa«  just  before  his  enlistment  in  the  Army.  The 
claimant  had  been  twice  married  before  her  marriage  to  the  soldier: 
first  to  Peter  Nelson,  about  1844  or  1845,  and  next  to  Liouis  T.  Wal- 
ters, in  1865.  The  former  died  in  1851,  and  the  attcr  about  six 
months  after  his  marriage  to  claimant,  in  the  same  year.  By  Nelson 
claimant  had  four  children,  two  of  whom  are  yet  living.  She  also  had 
an  illegitimate  son  about  1854.  She  came  to  the  United  States  about 
1861.     She  had  no  children  by  Walters  or  the  soldier. 

The  facts  above  stated  are  ver}'  well  established  by  the  evidence. 
The  evidence  showing  that  soldier  had  been  married  prior  to  his  mar- 
riage to  claimant  consists  of  the  statement  of  his  sister  and  a  letter 
from  one  Nils  Sjoberg,  of  Stora  Dalby,  Sweden.  The  former,  Johanna 
Peterson,  deposed  as  follows: 

I  first  knew  Gustaf  Peterson  when  he  was  a  child.  He  was  my  brother  in  Sweden, 
and  he  lived  there  while  I  8aw  him  till  he  was  21  years  old;  then  he  went  out  as  a 
sailor,  and  was  a  sailor  alK)ut  six  years  bt^fore  he  came  to  America,  or  till  he  left 
Sweden  for  goo<^l.  He  was  two  years  younger  than  I  was.  Then  I  didn't  see  him 
until  1881,  when  I  came  to  America.  My  brother  wrote  home  to  us  in  Sweden  thai 
he  was  married  to  a  girl  named  Gertrude  Elmendorf^  in  Rotterdam.  I  don't  know 
what  country  that  is  in,  but  he  wrote  he  was  married  to  her  soon  after  he  left  Sweden 
the  last  time,  when  he  was  about  27  years  old;  but  I  never  heard  what  became  of 
his  wife.  He  never  said  anything  more  about  that  wife — whether  she  live<l  or  died. 
He  never  said  and  I  don't  know  anything  about  her,  except  that  my  brother  wrote 
us  at  home  that  he  had  married  that  girl. 

This  sister  of  the  soldier  furnished  the  name  and  address  of  Sjobei^, 
as  being  a  friend  of  her  brother  who  would  probably  know  the  facts 
as  to  his  prior  marriage  and  what  became  of  the  first  wife.  His  letter 
in  response  to  official  inquiry  is  as  follows: 

Gustaf  Peterson  was  not  married  in  Sweden,  but,  without  doubt,  in  Rotterdam, 
Holland.  I  have  written  to  his  brother-in-law  and  sister,  to  the  address  below,  but 
do  not  know  whether  she  is  alive  or  dead. 

Here  he  gives  the  address  of  Jonas  Petterson,  or  Peterson,  husband 
of  the  sister  whose  statement  is  above  quoted.  This  Jonas  Peterson 
was  seen  by  the  special  examiner,  but  knew  nothing  of  the  alleged 
former  wife  of  the  soldier.  And,  as  appears  from  the  above  testi- 
mony, neither  the  soldier's  sister  nor  Sjoberg  knew  anything  of  such 
foniier  wife  except  what  they  were  told  by  soldier.  Such  evidence, 
being  nothing  more  than  the  declaration  of  the  soldier  himself,  is  not 
competent  to  prove  that  he  was  actually  married,  as  stated.  There  is 
no  proof  of  a  ceremony  or  of  cohabitation,  and  while  the  soldierV 
assertion  of  such  marriage  might  have  been  used  as  evidence  agauist 
him  in  a  proper  proceeding  in  which  he  was  directly  interested  or 
could  be  affected,  can  not  be  used  to  the  prejudice  of  this  claimant 

..gitized  by  Google 


DE0ISI0N8   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  141 

Her  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  positive  evidence  of  a  cere 
mony  and  subsequent  cohabitation.  She  had  no  notice  or  knowledge 
of  a  previous  marriage  of  the  soldier.  On  the  contrary,  he  assured 
her  that  he  had  not  been  married  before,  and,  as  far  as  his  own  deda- 
i*ations  go,  this  one  offsets  those  made  to  the  sister  and  friend.  Fur- 
thermore, the  presumption  of  innocence  and  of  the  validity  of  the 
marriage  to  claimant  obtains,  and  if  there  was  such  a  fonuer  marriage 
by  soldier  as  the  testimony  indicates,  the  presumption  also  holds  that 
the  former  wife  was  dead  or  divorced  before  he  was  married  to  claim- 
ant. This  case  is  governed  by  the  rulings  in  the  recently  published 
decision,  dated  September  14,  1900,  of  the  appeal  of  Louisa  C.  Ger- 
main (11  P.  D.,  66),  and  claimant's  title  to  pension,  as  far  as  her  legal 
widowhood  is  concerned,  is  considered  established.  That  portion  of 
the  ground  of  rejection  which  held  her  legal  widowhood  not  established 
is  accordingly  reversed. 


SERVICE— ACT  JUNE  »7,  1890-BEATY'S  INDEPENDENT  SCOUTS. 

Russell  STfcPHEXs. 

The  act  of  July  14,  1870,  for  the  relief  of  Captain  Beaty's  Company  of  Independent 
Scouts  was  manifestly  passed  to  enable  deserving  nieinl)er8  thereof  to  obtain  the 
benefit  of  pension  laws  then  in  force  for  disabilities  incurred  in  the  service  and 
line  of  duty,  and  its  scope  can  not  l)e  broadened  to  include  the  essentially  differ- 
ent conditions  of  title  to  pension  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
claimant  never  having  been  legally  musterefi  into  the  United  States  service  and 
honorably  discharged  therefrom  is  not  pensionable  under  said  last-mentioned 
act.     Citing  caae  of  James  Threet  (9  P.  D.,  297). 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pcyisions^ 

November  23, 1900. 

Russell  Stephens,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Captain  Beaty's  Independ- 
ent Company  Tennessee  Volunteer  Scouts,  appeals  from  the  action  of 
your  Bureau  on  February  25, 1895,  rejecting  his  claim  for  restoration 
under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

He  was  originally  pensioned  at  $12  per  month  commencing  August 
25,  1890,  on  account  of  rhcumiatism  and  disease  of  heart.  On  May  24, 
1893,  after  due  notice,  and  consideration  of  testimony  in  rebuttal,  his 
name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground  that  pensioner  did  not 
serve  ninety  days  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  during  the 
war  of  the  rebellion.  Testimony  tiled  in  rebuttal  not  sufficient  to  war- 
rant any  change  in  action.  Subsequently  in  declarations  filed  on 
August  15, 1893,  and  March  13, 1894,  claimant  applied  for  restoration 
to  the  rolls,  both  of  which  applications  were  rejected  on  Februaiy  25, 
1895,  on  the  ground  of  no  title,  claimant  not  an  enlisted  man  in  the 
United  States  service  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department. 

Subsequently,  on  October  9, 1897,  and  February  4,  1898,  claimant 
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filed  declarations  for  restoration  to  the  pension  rolKand  on  June  80, 
189S,  he  was  informed  by  letter  from  your  bureau  that  his  latter 
declaration  does  not  wan-ant  a  change  of  action. 

On  September  29, 1898,  he  filed  his  appeaU  contending  that  he  wa.sa 
regularly  enlisted  soldier  in  a  company'  fully  recognized  as  a  United 
States  company  and  part  of  the  United  States  service,  viz.  Captain 
Beatv's  Independent  Company  Tennessee  Volunteer  Scouts,  and  served 
for  ninety  days  and  more,  and  that  by  special  act  of  Congress  on  July 
19,  1870,  said  company  was  regularly  mustered  into  and  out  of  the 
service,  and  recognized  as  a  part  of  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States  and  paid  for  their  ser\nces  and  granted  honorable  discharges. 

The  records  of  the  \Var  Department  as  furnished  herein  on  Decem- 
ber 12,  1889,  state  the  following  as  to  the  service  record  of  claimant 
and  the  standing  of  his  said  company: 

There  is  but  one  roll  of  Capt.  Da\i<l  Beaty's  Independent  Company  of  Scoot? 
(Fentress  County,  Tenn.)  on  file  in  this  Department,  and  that  is  a  duplicate  of  the 
roll  made  out  in  1870  by  certain  i)arties  in  Tennessee,  assisted  by  Captain  Beaty,  lo 
met^t  the  re<|uirements  of  the  act  of  July  14  of  that  year,  which  recognizeti  the  com- 
pany for  pay  and  jwnsion.  Upon  that  roll  Russell  Stephens  is  reporteil  as  a  pri^•ate 
enrolled  January  25,  18^)2,  at  Jamestown,  Fentress  County,  Tenn.,  and  discharpi^i 
June  1,  1865,  with  remark:  *' Never  absent  from  com|>any."  Soon  after  the  arcept- 
ance  of  the  said  roll  (in  1870)  as  a  part  of  the  official  reconis  of  the  Department,  ii 
w<as  rei>ort4Hl  that  numerous  frauds  had  Ikhmi  perj)etrated  in  making  up  said  roll  and 
securing  payment  the/eon.  Whereupon,  by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  First 
Lieut.  Wm.  H.  Clapp,  Sixteenth  Infantry,  was  furnished  with  a  copy  of  the  company 
roll  and  sent  into  Fentress  County,  Tenn.,  where  the  company  was  raised,  with  instruc- 
tions to  carefully  investigate  the  claim  of  eai^h  member.  In  Lieutenant  Clapp' «!  offi- 
cial report  of  his  investigation  of  the  clamis  date<i  August  18, 1871,  opposite  the  name 
Russell  Stephens  appears  the  remark:  "Served  a  little  in  64  and  65."  Nothing 
additional  bearing  upon  this  case. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  the  records  as  to  service,  a  special  exami- 
nation was  held  in  December,  1894,  giving  claimant  full  opportunit}' 
to  furnish  proof  of  service.  This  examination  was  held  under  his 
application  for  restoration,  and  claimant  stated  at  its  close  that  he  was 
satisfied  and  had  no  further  evidence  to  offer. 

Claimant  and  his  wife  and  son  and  four  witnesses  testified.  The 
claimant  stated  that  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  he  joined  the  command 
the  first  of  1862,  and  was  discharged  when  peace  was  made  in  1805. 
Was  with  the  command  the  most  of  his  time,  but  could  not  say  ju^t 
how  long.  Of  course  was  with  it  over  90  days.  Thought  fully 
five  months.  In  answer  to  direct  questions  he  responded  that  he 
joined  the  command  in  the  first  part  of  1862,  did  not  remember  what 
month,  stayed  with  it  a  year  and  maybe  over,  then  went  home  sick 
and  staid  awava  month  or  six  weeks;  after  this  sickness  went  back  to 
his  command  and  stayed  with  it  until  peace  was  made;  that  is  the  only 
time  he  was  awa}'  from  the  command. 

Claimant's  wife  stated   that   her   husband  sei-ved  in  Capt  David 
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Beaty's  company,  and  she  thinks  he  went  in  about  corn-pulling  time  in 

1862,  and  remained  with  the  company  until  peace  was  made.  He  was 
at  home  once  in  a  while  all  the  way  through  the  service. 

Claimant's  son,  David  G.  Stephens,  stated  that  he  was  48  years  old; 
that  he  and  his  father  served  in  Beaty's  command;  that  his  father  went 
in  some  time  in  1862,  a  while  before  witness  joined.  Could  not  state 
exactly,  but  thought  claimant  went  in  the  last  of  1862  or  first  of  1863, 
and  served  until  the  war  was  over;  could  not  say  how  long  witness 
himself  was  in  the  command,  only  that  he  went  in  the  last  of  1862  or 
first  of  1863,  and  stayed  until  after  peace  was  made.  That  the  men 
would  disperse  and  go  home  a  few  days  at  a  time,  then  come  together, 
but  the  command  never  disbanded  until  after  the  war. 

Claiborne  Beaty  stated  that  he  was  second  lieutenant  in  said  com- 
pany; that  he  was  unable  to  give  the  dates  of  enlistment  and  dis- 
charge; his  recollection  was  that  claimant  joined  either  at  time  of 
organization  or  shortly  afterwards,  and  was  sure  he  was  with  them  in 

1863,  1864,  and  1865.  Would  say  he  served  two  or  three  years.  He 
was  sick  along  in  1863,  or  1864,  at  his  home.  Did  not  remember 
where  the  command  was  at  that  time.     He  was  away  a  good  long  time. 

G.  W.  Conatser  stated  that  all  he  could  say  as  to  claimant's  service 
during  the  war  in  Captain  Beaty's  company,  was  that  he  saw  him  in 
that  command  and  was  on  scouts  with  him.  Was  not  a  member  of 
that  command,  but  when  at  home  would  at  times  be  with  Beaty's 
men.  Thought  claimant  was  a  member  of  Beaty's  command.  Knew 
he  was  with  them  but  could  not  say  as  to  enlistment  and  discharge. 
Remembered  his  being  with  Beaty  in  1864,  and  frequently  after  that 
time,  but  could  not  say  about  his  being  with  them  before  that. 

George  W.  York  stated  that  he  and  claimant  were  in  Captain 
Beaty's  command  together,  but  could  not  tell  dates  of  enlistment  and 
discharge;  that  they  were  away  a  few  times  when  they  had  permission. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  herein  on  April  15,  1891,  the  claimant  states 
that  his  service  commenced  sometime  in  the  early  part  of  1864  and 
ended  in  1865.  This  corroborates  the  finding  above  quoted  of  Lieu- 
tenant Clapp. 

By  a  statement  from  the  Treasury  Department  filed  herein  on 
October  14,  1891,  it  appears  that  claimant  was  paid  from  January  1, 
1862,  to  June  1, 1865,  forty  months  and  six  days,  by  Treasury  certificate 
No.  577314,  issued  January  19,  1871,  but  this  can  not  be  accepted  as 
evidence  of  service  beginning  January  1,  1862,  for  claimant;  his  wife 
and  son  and  other  witnesses  herein  fix  the  time  he  entered  service  as 
corn-pulling  time  in  1862,  in  the  latter  pail;  of  that  year,  or  the  first 
of  1863. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  has  been  thoroughly  reviewed  and  care- 
fully considered.  It  is  vague,  indefinite,  and  in  parts  conflicting,  and 
no  ground  appears  for  disturbing  the  findings  of  your  Bureau^ 
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Moreover,  in  the  similar  case  of  James  Threet  (9  P.  D.,  297),  it  is 
held  that  pensionable  title  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  predi- 
cated upon  service  actually  rendered  for  ninety  da^'s  or  more,  while 
the  service  of  these  men  was  so  broken  and  questionable  in  every  way 
that  no  certain  character  can  be  attributed  to  any  of  it,  and  that — 

The  members  of  Captain  Beaty's  company  of  Independent  Scoute  never  faavine 
been  legally  mustered  into  the  United  States  service,  are  not  pensionable  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  notwithstanding?  the  act  of  July  14,  1870,  recognizing  said 
organization  as  a  part  of  the  military  force  of  the  United  States  and  granting  them 
pay  and  pension  on  making  proof  of  actual  service. 

This  special  act  for  the  relief  of  Captain  Beaty's  scouts  was  mani- 
festly passed  to  enable  deserving  members  to  obtain  the  benefit  of 
pension  laws  then  in  force  for  disabilities  incurred  in  service  and  line 
of  duty,  and  its  scope  can  not  be  broadened  to  include  the  essentially 
different  conditions  of  title  to  pension  which  are  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  July  27,  1890. 

Under  the  ruling  quoted  and  the  evidence  in  the  case  the  action 
appealed  from  was  clearly  right,  and  is  hereby  affiirmed. 


MARRIAG£  AXD  I>IVORCE-CAI.rFORXIA— EVIDENCE. 

Rachel  J.  Sebastian  (widow). 

In  the  absence  of  consent  the  mutual  assumption  of  marital  rights,  duties,  andobliifa- 
tions  can  not,  under  the  statutes  of  California,  constitute  marriage. 

A8i<iiiia7it  Seci'etary  F>  L.  Ccnuphll  to  the  Commiss-loner  of  Pemum'^, 

Novtmhi^r  30,  1900, 

This  appellant,  Rachel  J.  Sebastian,  on  May  8,  1896,  filed  a  claim. 
No.  633410,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  ViS  the  widow 
of  Robert  M.  Sebastian,  who  wjis  a  member  from  December  28,  IStU, 
to  September  29,  1865,  of  Company  A,  Seventh  Kansas  Cavalry,  and 
died  March  6,  1896. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  November,  1897,  on  the  ground  that 
claimant's  marriage  to  said  soldier  was  subsequent  to  the  approval  of 
said  act,  and  she  appealed  June  30,  1898,  contending  that  she  con- 
tractc^.d  a  valid  marriage  to  the  soldier  prior  to  the  approval  of  this 
act,  and  that  the  vsecond  ceremonial  marriage  to  him,  June  20,1895, 
was  merely  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  a  law,  approved  March 
26,  1895,  amending  the  code  of  the  State  of  California,  where  they 
resided. 

The  laws  here  referred  to  are  as  follows:  Section  55  of  said  code 
declared  that — 

Marriage  is  a  personal  relation  arising  out  of  a  civil  contract  to  which  the  oongent 
of  the  parties  capable  of  making  that  contnict  is  necessary.  Consent  alone  ^"ill  not 
constitute  marriage;  it  must  be  followed  by  a  soleinnization  or  by  a  mutual  assump- 
tion of  marital  rights,  duties,  or  obligations. 
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Said  act  approved  March  26,  1895,  amended  this  section  by  striking 
out  the  last  clause,  making  the  section  read  that  consent,  in  order  to 
constitute  marriage,  ''must  be  followed  by  a  solemnization  authorized 
by  this  code." 

And  section  57  of  said  code,  reading  as  follows: 

Consent  to  and  subsequent  consummation  of  marriage  may  be  manifested  in  any 
form  and  may  be  proved  under  the  same  general  rules  of  evidence  as  facts  in  other 
ca.^s. 

was  likewise  so  amended  by  said  act  of  March  26,  1895,  as  to  read: 

Consent  to  marriage  and  solemnization  thereof  may  be  proved  under  the  same 
general  rules  of  evidence  as  facts  are  proved  in  other  cases. 

Section  75  of  said  code  provides  that —  / 

Persons  married  without  the  solemnization  provided  for  in  section  70  must  jointly 
make  a  declaration  of  marriage  showing  substantially 

four  enumerated  facts.  Section  77  provides  that  such  declaration  shall 
be  acknowledged  and  recorded  as  are  grants  of  real  property,  and  sec- 
tion 78  provides  that  on  refusal  by  either  party  to  execute  such  declara- 
tion, the  other  party  may  institute  an  action  to  have  the  validity  of 
such  marriage  judicially  declared. 

It  is  manifest  that  under  this  code  prior  to  March  26,  1895,  a  com- 
mon-law marriage  was  both  valid  and  legal,  and  the  supreme  court  of 
that  State  held,  in  the  case  of  Hinkley  v.  Ayres  (105  Cal.,  357),  that 
where  no  prior  illicit  relations  existed  and  parties  have — 

held  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  (have)  lived  together  as  only  married  per- 
s»on8  could  lawfully  do,  this  presumption  which  prevails  everywhere,  of  marriage,  is 
especially  strong  here  where  marriage  may  be  constituted  by  consent  and  subsequent 
asiAimption  of  marital  rights  and  duties  and  where  such  consent  and  assumption 
may  be  manifested  in  any  form  and  may  be  proved  under  the  same  general  rules  of 
evidence  as  facts  in  other  cases. 

The  rule  is,  the  court  says  further,  that — 

parties  must  live  together  as  husband  and  wife,  treat  each  other  in  the  usual  way 
with  married  people,  and  so  conduct  themselves  as  to  have  full  repute  among  their 
intimates,  friends,  and  associates  to  be  husband  and  wife. 

And  this  is,  they  say,  the  settled  construction  and  meaning  of  the  term 
used  in  the  code,  "a  mutual  assumption  of  marital  rights,  duties,  or 
obligations,"  citing  Sharon  v.  Sharon  (79  Cal.,  633);  White  v.  White 
(82  Cal.,  427);  Kilburn  v.  Kilburn  (89  Cal.,  46);  and  People  v.  Bee  vers 
(99  Cal.,  286).  See  also,  in  re  Ruffino  (116  Cal.,  304),  and  Norman  v. 
Thomson  (121  Cal.,  620),  the  latter  decision  construing  the  act  of 
March  26, 1895,  and  holding  that  section  55  of  the  code  as  amended  by 
tliat  act  requires,  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid  marriage,  not  onh^  the 
consent  of  competent  parties  but  subsequent  solemnization  of  marriage 
by  a  person  specified  in  section  70  of  the  code,  said  act  sweeping  away, 
the3^  say,  "the  easy  process  of  marriage"  by  filing  declaration,  as  pro- 
vided in  section  75. 

And  in  the  case  of  White  ?'.  White  (supm),  the  court  held  not  only 
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that  marriage  was,  under  these  provisions  of  the  code  prior  to  March 
26,  1895,  as  at  common  law,  presumable  from  cohabitation  and  repute, 
but  that  it  was  so  presumable  from  continued  cohabitation  and  repute 
following  removal  of  an  impc^diment,  although  the  parties  had  com- 
menced such  cohabitation  illicitly  prior  to  removal  of  the  impediment. 
The  question  in  the  latter  case,  the  court  says,  is  merely  one  of  fact 
for  a  jury  to  determine  from  all  the  evidence;  whether  the  presump- 
tion arising  from  the  fact  of  the  illicit  commencement  of  the  cohabita- 
tion, viz,  that  such  illicitness  continues  until  lawfulness  of  cohabitation 
is  proved,  be  regarded  as  a  presumption  of  law  or  as  one  of  fact. 

The  facts  in  this  case,  principally  as  testified  to  by  claimant,  are  n^ 
follows: 

On  December  2,  1809,  this  claimant  was  ceremonially  married,  in 
California,  to  Thomas  B.  Kelh%  who  was  a  member,  during  the  war  of 
the  rebellion,  of  Company  I,  First  California  Cavalry,  and  died  June 
10,  1882. 

In  the  fall  of  1884  she  became  acquainted,  she  sa\\s,  with  one  Robert 
M,  Sebastian,  whom  she  knew  as  a  married  man,  but  separated  from 
his  wife.  In  August,  1885,  after  he  and  she  talking  the  matter  over, 
she  says,  and  on  his  promise  to  marry  her  as  soon  as  he  got  a  divorce 
from  his  wife,  she  and  said  Sebastian  began  living  together  as  man 
and  wife.  She  was  induced  to  do  this,  she  says,  by  a  desire  to  get  her 
children  (b}"  Kelly)  out  of  the  orphan  asylum  and  with  her,  and  as  she 
was  very  poor  and  said  Sebastian  was  a  good  talker,  and  she  came  to 
think  a  great  deal  of  him. 

She  continued  to  cohabit  with  said  Sebastian  ostensibh'  as  his  wife,  she 
says,  being  so  introduced  around  bj^  him,  and  so  accepted  and  regarded 
by  the  community  and  by  her  family  (all  of  whom  were  ignorant  of 
his  first  wife)  until  October,  1892,  when  she  left  him  because  of  his 
bad  treatment  of  her  said  children  and  refusal  finally  to  marr}'  her, 
although  his  wife  had  secured  a  divorce  from  him  March  18,  1890. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  she  and  said  Sebastian  had  lived  together  as 
husband  and  wife  after  said  divorce,  thev  executed  papers,  she  says, 
soon  after  she  left  him  in  October,  1892,  acknowledging  that  they  had 
never  been  married,  and  that  she  had  never  regarded  herself  as  his 
wife,  and  releasing  both  from  all  obligations. 

This  agreement,  signed  by  claimant  and  filed  herein,  recites  that, 
whereas  R.  M.  Sebastian  and  Rachel  J.  Kelly  have  been  living  together 
as  man  and  wife,  and  have  two  children,  are  desirous  of  separating 
and  living  apart,  and  have  joint  property  in  the  name  of  said  Sebastian; 
therefore,  in  consideration  of  the  delivery  to  her  of  his  deed  to  ceitain 
property  described,  she  releases  him  ''from  all  liability  to  her  what- 
ever, either  for  damages  or  otherwise,"  and  accepts  same  "  in  complete 
settlement  of  all  damages  or  claims  sustained  by  the  said  Rachel  J. 
Kelly  by  reason  of  her  cohalntation  with  the  said  R.  M.  Sebastian.'* 
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This  agreement  is  dated  Februaiy  3,  1893.  On  July  10,  1893,  she 
filed  a  claim,  No.  579930,  for  pension  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
widow  of  said  Kelly,  which  claim  was  rejected  in  September,  1895,  on 
medical  grounds;  the  legal  approval  being  that  pension  if  allowed 
thereunder  should  terminate  under  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  because 
of  the  claimant's  adulterous  cohabitation  with  said  Sebastian,  in 
violation  of  that  act. 

Her  minor  children  by  said  Kelly  were  in  February,  1898,  allowed 
pension,  certificate  No.  462105,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

She  and  said  Sebastian  had,  she  says,  parted  amicably  in  the  fall  of 
1892,  and  he  continued  to  call  on  her  and  wanted  her  to  return  to  him. 
She  refused  to  do  so,  however,  though  in  the  fall  of  1894  he  boarded 
at  her  house,  which  she  allowed  because  of  the  affection  existing 
between  him  and  his  two  children  b}'  her,  born  June  14,  1880,  and 
June  30,  1890. 

On  June  20,  1895,  they  were  ceremonially  married,  because,  she 
states  in  an  aflidavit  filed  in  the  appealed  claim,  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  March  26,  1895,  above  mentioned,  and  of  the  inducements  of 
her  friends,  although  "  she  always  believed,"  she  says,  "  that  her  con- 
tract marriage  (which  was,  she  asserts,  oii  his  divorce  in  March,  1890, 
from  his  first  wife)  was  good  and  lawful." 

All  of  the  above  facts  as  to  claimant's  relations  with  Sebastian  prior 
to  the  year  1895  were  testified  to  by  her  in  January,  1895,  on  special 
examination  of  her  claim  as  widow  of  Kelly.  She  then  testified 
positively  that  no  one,  not  even  her  own  folks  or  her  children  by 
Kelly,  knew  or  yet  knows  that  her  cohabitation  with  Sebastian  prior 
to  1895  was  illicit;  and  she  then  stated  to  the  special  examiner  that 
she  would  relinquish  her  claim  for  pension  rather  than  bring  public 
disgrace  upon  herself  and  children  by  an  exposure  of  the  facts,  and 
earnestl}^  requested  him  to  protect  them  from  publicity. 

That  no  others  knew  or  know  of  the  true  nature  of  claimant's  and 
Sel)astian's  relations  prior  to  1895  appears  to  be  true.  Her  two  sisters 
and  brother-in-law  and  six  other  intimate  acquaintances  testify  that  no 
question  whatever  has  ever  been  raised  as  to  claimant's  good  charac- 
ter since  the  death  of  Kelly,  or  as  to  her  relation  with  Sebastian  not 
being  truly  matrimonal.  They  had  left  claimant's  home  for  another 
town  with  the  expressed  intention  of  getting  married  there,  and  on 
their  return  said  they  had  been,  and  were  accordingly  so  recognized 
thereafter.  Sebastian  had  not  been  long  known  in  that  locality,  and 
all  except  one  sister  of  claimant  state  he  was  not  known  to  have  been 
married  before;  this  sister  stating  that  claimant  merely  told  her  that 
he  had  been  previously  married. 

And  said  Sebastian  himself,  on  special  examination  at  that  time,. tes- 
tified that  no  others  beside  claimant  knew  of  his  having  a  fonner  wife, 
who  was  in  the  northern  part  of  the  State,  and  of  whose  application  for 
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a  divorce  he  did  not  know  until  sometime  after  the  decree.  He  alone 
was  to  blame,  he  said,  for  claimant  coming  to  live  with  him  illicitly,  as 
she  relied  on  his  promise  to  procure  a  divorce  from  his  first  wife  and 
marry  herself;  that  he  always  thought  he  should  and  always  intended 
to  marry  claimant,  but  merely  kept  putting  it  off;  and  that  he  still 
intended  to  marry  her  because  he  had  never  noticed  a  thing  wrong 
with  her  and  she  had  always  borne  and  still  bore  a  good  reputation. 

Upon  these  facts  the  claimant  contends  that  a  common-law  marriage 
between  herself  and  Sebastian  should  be  presumed  to  have  been  con- 
tracted subsequent  to  his  divorce  from  his  first  wife  on  March  18,  l^i*'\ 
and  prior  to  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  a  marriage  prior  to  the  pas^ige 
of  that  act  being  a  precedent  condition  of  title  thereunder. 

It  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  law,  as  it  is  a  natui-al  inference  of  fact, 
that  cohabitation  begun  illicitly  is  to  be  presumed  to  continue  illicitly; 
and  subsequent  lawfulness  of  any  such  cohabitation  must  be  establi5ihe<l 
either  by  direct  proof  or  by  favorable  presumptions. 

In  this  case  the  only  direct  proof  as  to  a  lawful  marital  relation 
between  claimant  and  Sebastian  is  that  of  their  formal  marriage  in 
June,  1895.  There  is  no  satisfactory  proof  that  prior  to  that  time 
and  subsequent  to  March  18,  1890,  when  he  for  the  first  time  during 
their  cohabitation  became  competent  in  law  to  contract  marriage  with 
another  than  the  one  from  whom  he  was  then  divorced,  there  wa^s,  in 
fact,  any  actual  consent  to  marriage  between  him  and  claimant,  nor  is 
any  consent  to  marriage  prior  to  June  20,  1895,  naturally  or  i-ea^on- 
ably  inferable  from  the  facts  shown. 

On  the  conti-ary,  the  admissions  both  of  claimant  and  of  said  Sebas- 
tian show  there  was  prior  to  June  20,  1895,  in  fact  and  reality  no  con- 
sent of  present  marriage  between  them. 

Their  agreement  of  February  3,  1893,  shows  jthey  did  not  at  that 
time  consider  themselves  husband  and  wife.  Consent,  therefore,  i^ 
not  presumable,  and  in  the  absence  of  consent  the  mutual  assumption 
of  marital  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  can  not,  under  the  statutes  of 
California,  constitute  marriage,  for  the  statutes  expressly  prescribe 
both  these  factors  as  necessary  constituents  of  marriage. 

It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  herein  that  claimant  and  Sebastian 
were  not  married  prior  to  June  27,  1890.  She  has  therefore  no  pen- 
sionable status  under  the  act  of  that  date.  Rejection  of  her  claim  tvs 
his  widow  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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fee.  xo  fund. 

Annie  C.  Cashner  (widow). 
W.  H.  RossER  (attorney). 

Where  there  is  no  fund  from  which  a  fee  can  \)e  paid,  action  refusing  to  certify  a  fee 
is  proper. 

A.Hi<!sta7it  Secretary  F.  L,  Camphell  to  th^  Cmmnissioner  of  Pensions, 

November  30.  1900, 

W.  H.  Rosser,  of  Millhall,  Pa.,  on  July  27, 1900,  entered  an  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  April 
22,  1898,  in  the  claim  under  the  general  law  of  Annie  C.  Cashner,  now 
Zellers,  as  widow  of  Michael  Cashner,  Company  B,  Ninety-seventh 
Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantr3\ 

Mrs.  Zellers,  as  the  widow  of  the  above-named  soldier,  was  a  pen- 
.sioner  under  the  general  law  at  the  time  of  her  remarriage,  February 
25,  1890,  and  had  been  paid  pension  to  December  4,  1889.  In  her 
>>ehalf ,  on  March  26,  1898,  the  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  pa}^- 
ment  to  her  of  pension  from  December  4,  1889,  to  the  date  of  her 
remarriage,  certificate  issued  April  22, 1898,  for  this  purpose.  No  fee 
was  certified  to  Mr.  Rosser  for  his  services;  hence  this  appeal. 

It  appears  that  the  entire  pension  was  paid  to  Mrs.  Zellers.  She  has 
been  requested  by  the  Bureau  to  refund  ten  dollars,  that  the  same  may 
be  paid  to  appellant,  but  she  has  not  complied  with  this  request. 

There  is  no  published  case  directly  in  point.  It  appears,  however, 
that  the  Bureau  has  exhausted  all  legal  means  to  correct  the  error  that 
it  has  made,  and  no  fund  has  been  secured  from  which  a  fee  can  be 
certified  to  the  appellant.  He  contends,  in  substance,  that  a  fee  should 
be  certified  to  him,  whether  there  is  any  pension  due  or  to  become  due 
to  Mrs.  Zellers.  It  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  there  is  no  fund  at  the 
disposal  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  from  which  the  fee  can  be 
certified.     It  has  been  held  that — 

As  but  one  fee  can  be  certified  on  each  issue  to  allow  pension  in  a  claim  where  an 
attorney  refuses  to  refund  a  fee  which  was  erroneously  paid  him,  action  refusing 
another  fee  to  the  attorney  entitled  to  the  one  so  paid  is  proper.  (Case  of  John  A. 
Burgess,  9  P.  D.,  170.) 

In  the  case  cited  the  claimant  was  in  receipt  of  current  pension; 
other  material  facts  are  recited  in  the  rule.  In  this  case  no  payments 
of  pension  are  to  be  made  and  no  fee  has  been  certified.  In  both  cases 
the  power  of  the  Bureau  to  recover  the  money  which  should  have  been 
certified  to  the  attorneys  of  record  has  been  exhausted.  The  action  of 
the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  certify  a  fee  to  the  appellant  was  proper. 
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fee  agreements— attorneys^-minors. 

Minor  of  Henry  Elberson  ((^laimant). 

Jame8  F.  RusLiNHi  (attorney). 

A  claim  for  pem^iim  under  the  jceneral  law  in  l)ehalf  of  one  as  minor  cliild  of  a  -^^l- 
dier,  when  antagonistic  to  a  claim  in  l)ehalf  of  others  as  minor  children  c«i  tiie 
Rame  noldier  to  whom  tlie  entire  pension  has  >)een  paid,  is  an  original  claim  I'-r 
pension  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  <»f  July  4, 1SH4,  and  when  valid  fee  airnt- 
mentfi  are  filed  in  such  a  claim  the  law  directs  that  they  shall  be  recognize<l. 

Assi^taiit  Src/'ttary  F.  L,  CamphiU  to  the  Coinm{si<ianer  of  l\'nj<i"n<. 

Xorrmhtfr  30,  1900, 

James  F.  Rusling,  of  Trenton,  N.  J.,  on  May  31,  19(X),  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  i>suc 
of  September  29,  1899,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  of  Emma  F.  Elberson  (now  Bennett),  as  minor  child  of  Henry 
Elberson,  deceased,  who  served  in  Company  G,  Eleventh  New  Jersey 
Volunteer  Infantry. 

On  January  11, 1867,  certificate  issued  under  the  general  law  to  allow 
pension  to  William  H.  and  Hope  Elberson  as  minor  children  of  the 
soldier.  The  younger  of  said  children,  Hope  D.,  attained  her  six- 
teenth year  on  December  8,  1877,  on  which  date  payment  of  pension 
ceased. 

On  January  15, 1897,  the  appellant,  in  behalf  of  Emma  F.  Elberson 
(now  Bennett),  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  as  minor  child  of  the 
soldier  by  his  first  wife.  The  child's  birth  is  alleged  as  on  September 
5, 1855,  and  her  mother's  death  on  February  22, 1858.  Appellant  filed 
January  15,  1897,  articles  of  agreement  for  a  fee  of  $25,  and  subse- 
quently filed  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  claim. 

Certificate  issued  September  29, 1899,  to  allow  pension  to  the  claim- 
ant as  a  minor  child  of  the  soldier.  On  said  issue  the  appellant  was 
certified  a  fee  of  $10.  On  appeal  he  contends  for  the  allowance  of  a 
fee  of  $25,  under  said  articles  of  agreement. 

The  Bureau  refuse^  to  recognize  the  fee  agreements  upon  the  ground 
that  the  claim  was  not  one  of  such  diflSculty  and  trouble  as  to  warmnt 
the  recognition  of  fee  agreements,  nor  an  original  claim  for  pension. 

In  the  case  of  Samuel  W.  Frink,  deceased  (35  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  i:V.O, 

certificate  No.  30295,  decided  January  31,  1900,  the  Department  held 

that— 

A  claim  for  pension  under  the  jfeneral  law  in  >)ehal£  of  one  as  minor  child  of  a 
poldier,  when  antagonistic  to  a  claim  in  lx»half  of  others  a*^  minor  chil<iren  of  the 
eame  soldior,  to  whom  the  entire  jx'nsion  ha*j  been  paid,  is  an  original  claim  forjum- 
sion  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  when  valid  fee  agreements 
have  been  filed  therein,  the  law  dirtM-ts  that  they  shall  1k»  recognize<l. 

The  facts  in  the  case  under  considenition  are  like  those  arising  in 
the  case  cited  in  all  essential  particulars.     In  said  decision  the  Deixirt- 
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ment  stated  full}^  the  reasons  why  claims  for  pension  of  the  class 
described  are  original  claims  for  pension. 

It  is  urged  by  the  Bureau  in  this  case,  as  it  was  formerly  urged  ini 
the  case  cited,  that  the  claim  in  behalf  of  a  child,  when  its  share 
of  pension  has  been  paid  to  other  children  of  the  soldier,  is  proceed- 
ings in  the  claim  for  pension  of  such  other  children.  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  it  has  been  clearly  stated  why  this  view  can  not  be  enter- 
tained. In  fact,  I  can  assign  no  more  reason  for  designating  the  claim 
of  such  a  child  as  a  part  of  the  claim  of  such  other  children  under  the 
conditions  set  forth  than  could  be  assigned  for  calling  said  proceed- 
ings a  part  of  a  claim  in  behalf  of  children  who,  in  fact,  were  not  the 
children  of  the  soldier,  but  who  had  been  allowed  pension  as  his  chil- 
dren. In  the  report  of  the  Bureau  it  is  stated  that  an  injury  to  the 
claimant  is  inflicted  should  a  fee  of  $25  be  certified.  The  question  is 
purely  a  legal  one,  and  it  is  not  presumed  that  the  law  is  unjust.  From 
a  moral  point  of  view  it  would  hardly  be  urged  that  the  payment  of  a 
fee  of  $25  to  Mr.  Rusling  for  the  services  he  has  rendered  this  claim- 
ant would  be  unjust  or  inequitable. 

With  more  reason  in  its  support  the  Bureau  suggests  that  there  can 
bebut  one  original  claim  in  behalf  of  the  minor  children  of  the  soldier. 
The  question  is,  what  proceedings  in  this  case  constitute  the  original 
claim,  those  instituted  in  behalf  of  the  children,  William  H.  and 
Hope  D. ,  tinctured  with  fraud  as  they  were,  or  the  proceedings  insti- 
tuted in  behalf  of  this  claimant?  Were  the  question  to  be  determined 
from  these  facts  alone,  I  should  unhesitatingly  say  that  the  latter  con- 
stitutes the  original  claim  as  for  all  purposes  in  the  matter  of  fee. 
However,  considering  both  proceediugs  as  parts  of  the  same  claim 
and  together  constituting  the  original  claim,  it  follows  that  a  fee 
should  be  certified  to  the  attorney  on  whose  shoulders  there  rests  no 
charge  of  practicing  a  deception  on  this  Government.  If,  as  the 
Bureau  states,  it  was  at  fault  in  not  taking  the  necessary  steps  to 
preclude  the  fraud  that  was  perpetrated,  it  follows  that  it  would  have 
been  error  to  have  certified  a  fee  on  the  first  issue  in  the  claim  when 
pension  was  paid  to  the  guardian  of  the  minor  children,  Hope  D. 
and  William  H.  This  being  true  there  is  no  reason  wh}'^  the  Bureau 
should  not  certify  a  fee  to  the  attornej^  who  presented  all  the  facts  in 
the  case  and  such  fee  as  he  would  be  entitled  to  for  prosecuting  an 
original  claim  for  pension  in  accord  with  his  contract  with  the  claim- 
ant.    Action  reversed. 


pathologicaii  sequence— chronic  ascending  neuritis. 

Enoch  Alexander. 

Appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  $36  per  month  on  account  of  a  gunshot  wound  of  left 
leg  and  resulting  total  disability  of  same.  The  right  leg  is  also  shown  to  be 
totally  disabled  and  it  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  to  be  a  result  of  the  condition 
of  his  left  leg. 
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It  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  total  disability  of  the  left  1^  was  caused  by  a 
chronic  ajsoending  neuritis,  produced  by  the  gunshot  wound,  and  that  the  disea^ 
has  crossed  over  and  involved  the  right  leg,  and  the  disability  resulting  from 
said  neuritis  is  such  as  would  warrant  the  allowance  of  a  higher  rate  of  pension 
than  he  now  receives.     Action  reversed. 

Astilntant  Secretary  F,  L,  Cmnphdl  to  the  Coinrnissimiei'  of  Pey^^/ma. 

Dicemher  5,  1900. 

Enoch  Alexander,  formerl}"  a  private  in  Company  C,  Twelfth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  and  in  Company  G,  Twenty-second  Veteran  Reserve 
Corps,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  at  i^36  per  month  on  account 
of  a  gunshot  wound  of  left  leg  and  resulting  totjil  disability  of  same. 
Certificate  is  numbered  15162. 

There  is  shown  to  be  total  disabilit^'of  both  legs,  and  the  pensioner 
is,  in  consequence  thereof,  helpless. 

He  appeals,  March  11, 1809,  from  the  refusal  of  the  Bureau  to  a<*cept 
the  condition  of  his  right  leg  as  a  result  of  the  gunshot  wound  of  the 
left  leg. 

Pension  was  originally  granted  August  10,  1803,  at  $-1  per  month, 
but  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  t^ecause  he  again  entered 
(drafted)  the  militar}"  service,  September  20,  1864;  but  pension  was 
subsequently  restored  at  $2  per  month,  and  the  rates  w^ere  subsequently 
increased  from  time  to  time  until  the  present  rate  of  $36  was  allowed. 
This  last  allowance  was  based  upon  a  certificate  of  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons,  dated  April  13,  1887,  which  showed  that  the  wounded  leg 
was  totally  .disabled  and  the  Bureau  decided  that  this  disability  resulted 
from  the  w^ound. 

The  character  of  the  wound  and  the  nature  and  history  of  the  disease 
as  revealed  by  the  record  and  certificates  of  medical  examination  in 
the  case,  which  have  been  accepted  b}-  the  Bureau  as  the  cause  of  the 
total  disabilit}'^  of  the  left  leg,  are  as  follows: 

The  missile  entered  the  leg  about  its  middle  and  remained  therein, 
as  shown  by  the  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  upon  which  he  was 
discharged  from  his  first  service. 

This  certificate  shows  that  he  was  found  to  be — 

Incapable  of  performing  tlie  duties  of  a  soldier  VmcauHe  of  gunsliot  wound  of  the 
left  leg  received  at  battle  of  Richmond,  Ky. 

The  ball  entered  on  the  oub^ide  of  the  limb  and  posterior  to  the  fibula  and  passing 
down  between  the  fibula  and  tibia,  from  which  plac«  it  has  not  l^een  extracted.  The 
limb  is  swollen  and  painful  and  can  not  be  used  without  the  aid  of  a  cnitch,  not 
able  to  march  or  do  any  efficient  military  duty.     Disability  one-half. 

The  first  certificate  of  medical  examination  in  the  case  is  dated  April 
25,  1863,  and  is  as  follows: 

The  above-mentioned  wound  umat  have  been  done  by  a  nearly  spent  Imll  entering 
the  muscles  of  the  left  leg,  then  passing  downward  al)out  3 J  inches  and  lodged  i>oa- 
terior  to  the  tibia.     The  injury  is  imperfect  motion  of  ankle. 
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He  was  next  examined  April  24,  1876,  when  the  surgeon  reported — 

Tln>*  man  received  a  >>all  in  the  outer  i>art  of  the  calf  of  left  leg,  the  ball  entering 
behind  the  bones  without  touching  either  of  them,  and  is  still  lodged  in  the  leg. 
He  thinks  it  lies  3  or  4  inches  below  the  point  of  entrance,  and  says  in  walking  it 
produces  soreness  and  pain  in  the  tendo  Achillis.  The  limb  is  of  full  normal  size  as 
the  right  and  presents  no  appearance  of  weakness.  Wound  has  never  opened  or 
suppurated  since  it  finally  healed  in  1863.     General  health  tolerably  good. 

The  certificate  of  the  next  medical  examination  is  dated  May  1, 1878, 
and  states: 

Ball  entered  on  outer  aspect  of  left  leg  at  union  of  upper  and  middle  thirds  just  in 
front  of  gastrocnemius,  where  it  api>ears  to  be  encysted.  Complains  of  jmin  in  limb 
on  much  walking.     Judiciously  pensioned. 

When  next  examined,  June  9,  1880,  the  board  certified  that  the  sol- 
dier '•complains  of  pain  in  walking,  especially  in  the  ankle.  Slight 
atroph}'."' 

A  i*ate  of  $6  per  month  was  allowed  from  the  date  of  this  certificate. 
The  next  medical  examination  was  made  January  12,  1881,  when  the 
examining  surgeon  found — 

♦  *  *  the  gaatrocnemius  muscle  is  contracted  and  the  heel  is  raised  about  2J 
inches  from  the  floor  when  the  patient  walks,  his  body  being  sustained  with  the  ball 
of  the  foot.    «    *    « 

On  April  5,  1882,  when  next  examined,  the  surgeon  certified  to  the 
following  conditions: 

The  ball  entered  about  the  middle  of,  and  a  little  back  of  center  of  lower  leg  in  the 
belly  of  the  muscles.  The  ball  still  remains  just  below,  and  owing  to  the  amount  of 
tenderness  just  below  and  as  far  down  as  the  ankle  I  would  judge  that  the  ball  is 
pressing  on  the  nerve.  He  is  unable  to  put  the  heel  down  at  any  time,  especially  in 
the  act  of  walking.  The  scar  is  about  2}  inches  long  by  1  inch  wide.  He  complains 
of  "  great  numbness  from  the  knee  down  to  the  foot." 

The  rate  was  increased  to  $8  per  month  from  the  date  of  this 
certificate. 

The  next  examination  was  made  March  7,  1883,  when  the  lx)ard 
reported — 

There  is  contraction  of  the  tendo  Achillis.  He  walks  on  the  front  part  of  the  foot 
with  the  heel  2  inches  from  the  floor.  *  *  *  Claimant  says  the  appearance  of  the 
leg  has  not  changed,  but  that  he  has  more  pain. 

On  February  20,  1884,  when  next  examined,  the  board  found — 

Muscular  atrophy  with  contraction  of  tendo  Achillis,  and  the  heel  is  1}  inches 
from  the  floor.  The  limb  measures  1  inch  less  in  diameter  at  belly  of  ga-^trocnemius 
than  the  well  leg  at  a  corresponding  point.  We  are  unable  to  locate  the  ball,  but 
think  it  took  a  downward  course.  There  is  some  loss  of  tactile  sense  on  outer  side 
of  U'g  and  considerable  loss  of  muscular  power.  He  complains  of  great  pain  in  the 
lim]>  and  is  quite  lame  in  walking.  *  *  *  There  is  loss  of  motion  in  foot  from 
nniM'ular  contractions  and  adhesions. 

From  February  18,  1885,  his  rate  of  pension  was  increased  to  $12 
per  month,  based  upon  the  findings  in  a  certificate  of  exaniinatum  of^ 
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said  date.     The  board  making  this  examination  expressed  the  opinion 
that— 

The  ball  i.s  probably  pn*HMinj?  on  the  popliteal  nerve  or  its  branches*. 

The  l>oard  also  found  atrophy  of  muscles  of  the  leg  and  stated  tlu* 
soldier  moves  the  limb  with  evidences  of  pain  and  in  an  awkward 
manner. 

On  June  9,  ISSO,  when  next  examined,  the  })oard  certified: 

The  temperature  of  the  left  leg  is  lower  than  that  of  the  right.  Patellar  rr:i»'>i 
wanting  in  left,  right  normal.  Ankle  clonus  left  side  wanting.  Mu.«<clea  of  left  !< 
soft  and  fiabby. 

From  the  date  of  this  certiticate  a  rate  of  ^16  per  month  was  allowed, 
and  from  the  date  of  the  next  medical  examination,  Noveml>er  24,  l.>v». 
a  rate  of  1^24  per  month,  third  grade,  was  allowed. 

The  certificate  made  on  this  latter  date  showed: 

All  the  muscles  of  thigh  and  leg  are  atrophied  and  fiabby.  The  heel  is  elevate»l  1  y 
contractions  of  tendo  Achillis  IJ  inch.  Hea<l  of  femur  is  partially  dislocattni  upwaril 
and  backward  leaving  the  trm'hanter  quite  pronounced,  with  apparent  shorteninir^f 
the  whole  limb  of  3 J  inches.  Nerves  of  sensation  are  normal,  but  moter  ner>*es  ^tniii 
paralyzed.  Patellar  reflex  is  greatly  diminished  on  left  side,  normal  on  right.  Crfn- 
eral  health  appears  good.  In  our  opinion  the  dislocation  of  hip  is  due  to  paralys^irot 
muscles  of  thigh. 

He  is  unable  to  walk  without  crutches.  The  whole  disability  is  the  result  of  jrun- 
shot  wound  of  leg.     «    *    * 

The  next  certificate  of  examination  in  the  case  is  the  one  on  which 
the  allowance  of  ^30  per  month  was  based,  and  is  dated  April  13, 1>>7, 
The  board  making  this  examination  certified: 

*  *  *  The  limb  is  ct)ld  to  touch,  and  the  muscles  are  soft  and  flabby,  with 
considerable  atrophy,  Ixjing  from  IJ  to  2  inches  smaller  than  its  fellow.  P^^i^ 
tilte<l  upwanl  on  paralyze<i  side  (trochanter  major  is  quite  prominent,  niakinir a" 
apparent  shortening  of  the  limb  of  2  inches. 

There  is  entire  loss  of  power,  but  no  anchylosis  in  any  of  the  joints.  Sensation  i? 
partially  lost  only.  There  can  no  use  Ix?  made  of  leg  or  foot  in  walking  or  staiKlinc. 
There  is  total  disability  of  entire  limb. 

General  ai)i)earance  medium.  Mental  condition  gocxl.  Heart  normal,  but  nerviw 
in  action. 

Si>ecial  senses:  V= 10/20  |)er  Snellen;  hearing,  5  8.  Tongue  i)rotrnded  stmisrhl: 
speech  normal. 

Tend(m  reflex  decreased.  Ankle  clonus  absent.  Skin  slightly  anaesthetic.  1" 
spine  find  nothing  abnormal  except  a  slight  ac<iuired  curvature  in  lumbar  rejrion. 
Kutrition  only  fair. 

All  the  thoracic  and  abdominal  organs  are  healthy. 

The  ball  has  never  been  extracted,  so  he  Siiys,  but  can  not  Iw  found  or  locatcnl  l^y 
board.  The  i)aralysis  is  confined  entirely  to  the  left  limb,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 
board,  in  absence  of  any  other  discernible  cause,  is  due  to  reflex  irritation,  cauH'<i 
by  wound. 

This  progressive  disability  of  the  leg,  which  the  Bureau  has  deter- 
mined was  caused  b}-  the  gunshot  wound  is,  from  the  symptoni> 
described  in  the  various  certificates  of  medical  examination,  clearly  '^ 
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chronic  neuritis  involving  the  great  sciatic  nerve  and  its  branches^ 
starting  probably  in  the  posterior  tibial  excited  by  the  pressure  of  the 
missile,  as  stated  by  the  examining  surgeons  in  April,  1882,  and 
February,  1885.     This  disease  is  known  as  chronic  ascending  neuritis. 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  whether  the  disease  continued  to  progress, 
until  it  crossed  over  to  the  right  leg  and  caused  the  total  disability  of 
said  leg,  as  contended. 

On  March  17,  1894,  the  soldier,  while  in  receipt  of  the  present  rate 
of  pension  of  $36  per  month,  filed  a  declaration  in  which  increase  was 
claimed  "on  account  of  the  right  leg  becoming  affected  and  resulting 
in  total  disability  of  same." 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  an  adjudication  under  this  declara- 
tion; that  is,  there  is  no  record  on  a  face  brief  to  this  effect,  although 
he  was  medically  examined  on  July  2,  1894,  when  the  examining  sur- 
geon found  complete  paraplegia,  and  expressed  the  opinion  that  same 
was  the  result  of  the  gunshot  wound  of  the  left  leg. 

In  a  declaration  for  increase  filed  March  17,  1896,  the  pensioner 
alleged  that  he  believed  himself  to  be  entitled  to  increase  of  pension 
on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of  left  leg  resulting  in  total  disability  of 
same,  and  that  said  disability  had  affected  the  nerves  of  the  lumbar 
region,  causing  total  disability  of  the  right  leg  in  December,  1893. 

He  was  examined  under  this  claim  on  May  7,  1896,  when  the  exam- 
ining surgeon  reported  as  follows: 

On  examination  of  gunshot  wound  of  left  leg,  I  find  cicatrix  8  inches  below  knee 
joint  on  surface  of  1^.  Cicatrix  is  1  inch  in  length  by  three-fourths  inch  in  breadth; 
is  adherent  to  fascia  beneath  only.  There  is  considerable  loss  of  tissue  about  cicatrix. 
This  leg  measures  13  inches  at  point  of  injury,  while  the  opposite  measures  14J 
inches.  I  am  unable  to  locate  the  ball  and  can  not  find  evidence  of  its  exit.  Tliere 
is  no  evidence  of  injury  to  bones,  which  are  easily  outlined  on  account  of  atrophy  of 
muscles.  Claimant  is  unable  to  move  either  limb  or  stand  up.  Muscles  are  soft  and 
flabby  in  each  and  give  every  evidence  of  not  having  been  used  for  a  long  time.  He 
is  unable  to  tell  how  many  points  are  touching  him  at  a  distance  of  4  inches  apart  in 
either  limb  from  hips  down.  I  find  no  tenderness  over  any  part  pf  spine,  lumbar, 
or  sacral  region.  I  am  unable  to  account  for  this  paralysis.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
sjjecific  trouble  or  vicious  habits.  He  is  especially  well  nourished  and  evidently 
enjOys  good  health  aside  from  paralysis. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  rheumatism.  There  is  a  slight  catarrh  of  nose  and  throat, 
but  no  worse  than  is  found  in  the  average  person  in  this  climate.  He  hears  ordinary 
conversation  at  6  feet  with  either  ear;  membrana  tympani  in  each  ear  healthy. 

There  is  no  organic  disease  of  heart  found  to  exist.  Area  of  cardiac  dullness  ami 
point  of  apex  normal.     Rhythm  regular. 

No  evidence  of  spinal  irritation  save  paralysis  of  the  lej^. 

Claimant  has  total  disability  of  right  leg  as  well  as  left.  I  am  unable  to  say 
whether  the  paralysis  is  due  to  gunshot  wound  or  not.  *  *  *  As  to  why  he  is 
unable  to  travel  to  board,  would  say  that  his  only  method  of  traveling  is  in  a  hand- 
cart w^hich  he  works  with  his  hands  and  is  able  to  wheel  himself  all  over  town.  1 
see  him  at  the  post-office  (just  across  the  street  from  where  the  boani  meets)  alnuwt 
every  day,  but  presume  he  is  unable  to  climb  stairway. 

There  is  little  the  matter  with  claimant  aside  from  paralysis  of  lower  extremitic?, 
for  which  he  requires  an  occasional  attendant  or  **  periodical. ".^.^^^  bvGoOQlc 
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By  medical  action  taken  December  2, 1896,  increase  was  rejected  and 
the  paralysis  of  the  right  leg  denied  as  a  result  of  the  pensioned  cause. 
Subsequent  to  this  action  the  pensioner  filed  on  many  occasions  much 
testimony  with  a  view  of  having  the  claim  reopened,  but  in  each 
instance  this  was  refused,  such  refusal  being  based  upon  the  statement 
of  the  medical  referee  contained  in  various  slips  filed  with  the  papei-s 
in  the  case,  to  the  effect  that  there  is  no  pathological  connection 
between  the  disability  for  which  pensioned  and  the  condition  of  the 
right  leg. 

The  reasons  for  this  holding  arc  not  set  out  in  anj'  paper  filed  with 
the  case. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  last  slip  in  which  this  opinion  is  expressed 
the  pensioner  was  afforded  the  benefits  of  another  medical  examina- 
tion under  special  instructions  prepared  in  the  medical  division  of  the 
Bureau. 

This  examination  was  made  May  11,  1898,  by  a  member  of  the  board 
of  examining  surgeons  of  Kokomo,  Ind.,  who  reported  in  reference  to 
his  condition  and  the  causes  leading  thereto,  as  follows: 

He  goes  about  the  street  in  a  wheeled  chair  which  he  propels  with  his  hand*.  In 
the  house  he  has  a  rocking-chair  which  he  hitches  along  w^ith  his  hands,  one  side  at 
a  time,  the  chair  pushing  the  feet  along.  There  is  a  linear  cicatrix  on  the  outer  side 
of  the  left  leg,  shown  on  diagram.  This  scar  is  an  inch  long,  vertical,  depressed, 
iirlherent,  dragging,  not  tender.  There  is  no  special  induration  of  tissues  in  calf.  I 
<an  not  locate  the  missile.  The  injured  leg  is  an  inch  less  in  circumference  at  point 
of  injury  than  the  other.  There  is  a  very  slight  petella  tendon  reflex  in  both  legs, 
very  slight.  No  deformity  of  back  or  spine.  There  are  numerous  marks  of  cupping 
of  back.    The  nervous  system  seems  to  be  unaffected  from  hips  upward. 

Arms  not  paralyzed.  Auscultation  and  percussion  reveal  no  abnormal  condition, 
organic  or  functional,  about  the  heart.  The  history  of  the  case  indicates  that  the 
wound  of  left  leg  together  with  subsequent  suppuration  and  cicatrization  did  injury 
to  nerves  and  caused  continueii  irritation,  which  gave  rise  to  ascending  neurotic 
derangement,  which  finally  resulted  in  paralysis,  first  of  left  leg;  afterward,  the  mor- 
bid process  involving  and  destroying  power  in  right  leg.  It  looks  like  a  case  of 
progressive  ascending  paralysis.  The  same  etiological  factors  concerned  in  causing 
the  paralysis  of  the  left  1^  no  doubt  operated  to  cause  paralysis  of  right  leg.  Thia 
condition  is  described  by  Ranney,  Westphal,  Rosenthal,  and  others.  And  while 
they  do  not  specifically  include  trauma  as  a  cause,  they  are  so  uncertain  about 
the  cause  that  I  think  a  long-continued  suppuration  as  followed  this  wound  might 
produce  it.  It  requires  some  faith,  but  I  am  inclined  to  think  in  this  case  the  gun- 
shot wound  of  left  leg  caused  the  paralysis  of  both  legs.  The  bladder  and  rectum 
are  not  paralyzed.  He  has  absolutely  no  power  to  use  either  leg;  can  not  move 
even  a  toe.  Has  not  the  slightest  voluntary  motion  in  either  foot  or  leg,  therefore 
can  not  stand  or  walk  alone.  Can  dress  and  undress  imself  and  can  feed  him- 
self, doing  these  things  with  hands  alone.  When  weather  is  good  and  he  is  other- 
wise  well,  can  wheel  himself  to  closet;  can  drag  imself  upon  seat  by  his  hands, 
and  then  attend  to  calls  of  nature.  But  if  he  falls  and  is  not  within  reach  of  his 
chair  or  some  other  object  by  which  to  pull  himself  up,  he  is  helpless,  only  by 
crawling  with  his  hands  and  dragging  his  hips  and  legs  along.  In  icy  weather,  or 
when  there  is  snow,  he  can  not  go  about  with  any  safety  to  attend  the  calls  of 
nature.     From  these  facts  it  will  be  seen  that  he  requires,  probably,  the  regular  aid 

and  attendance  of  another  person.  C^OOoIp 
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This  examining  surgeon  concludes  that  the  case  looks  like  a  case  of 
progressive  ascending  paralysis,  and  that  the  same  etiological  factors 
concerned  in  causing  the  paralysis  of  the  left  leg  no  doubt  operated  to 
cause  paralysis  of  right  leg;  that  he  is  inclined  to  think  the  gunshot 
wound  did  involve  the  nerves  and  set  up  the  ascending  neuritis.  He 
names  medical  authorities  who  have  described  the  condition^  yet  said 
authorities  do  not  specifically  include  trauma  as  a  cause.  However, 
the  bureau  has  already  accepted  the  paralysis  of  the  left  leg  as  a  result 
of  the  wound,  and  in  so  doing  has,  ipso  facto,  accepted  neuritis  as  the 
cause  of  the  paralysis,  because  there  could  have  been  no  other  patho- 
logical condition  which  would  have  brought  about  like  results  under 
like  conditions  and  circumstances. 

It  being  clearl}''  established  that  ascending  chronic  neuritis  affecting 
the  sciatic  nerve  was  the  cause  of  the  total  disability  of  the  left  leg,  and 
that  said  disease  was  caused  by  the  wound,  it  only  remains  to  be  deter- 
mined whether  or  not  the  neuritis  ceased  its  progress  upon  reaching  the 
sacral  plexus  or  spinal  cord,  or  passed  over  and  involved  the  nerves  sup- 
plying the  right  leg,  either  through  the  spinal  cord  (causing  a  transverse 
myelitis)  or  by  passing  along  the  communicating  branches  of  the  sacral 
plexus  to  the  sympathetic.  The  history  of  the  case  shows  that  the  dis- 
ease did  cross  over  by  one  or  the  other  route,  more  probably  by  the 
latter,  as  there  has  been  no  paralysis  of  the  rectal  or  vesical  sphincters. 

The  manifestations  of  the  involvment  of  the  cord  shown  by  parah^sis 
of  the  left  arm  (same  side  as  the  wounded  and  paralyzed  leg)  in  Decem- 
ber, 1893,  the  time  at  which  the  paralysis  of  the  right  leg  developed, 
as  stated  by  the  claimant  and  his  ph3'^sician,  did  not  long  continue,  and 
were  evidently  caused  by  irritation  of  the  cord  when  the  lesion  reached 
the  sacral  plexus.  However,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  loss  of 
use  of  the  right  leg  was  due  to  any  other  cause  than  an  extension  of  an 
ascending  neuritis,  and  he  history  presents  nothing  unusual.  Prac- 
ticing physicians  are  called  upon  to  treat  just  such  cases,  while  authors 
of  medical  text-books  mention  this  tendency  of  the  disease. 

Bartholow  says  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  Medicine,  of  this 
affection — 

It  is  important  to  note  that  when  inflammation  occurs  in  a  nerve,  it  may  extend 
from  the  point  first  diseased  upward  (neuritis  ascendens)  or  downward  (neuritis 
descendens).  By  the  extension  of  an  ascending  neuritis  the  spinal  cord  may  be 
ultimately  affected. 

He  further  says  that  the  cause  of  neuritis  may  be  wounds,  injuries^ 
and  the  transference  of  the  morbid  action  from  neighboring  inflamed 
lissue. 

Dr.  Moiix)n  Price  says  (Disease  of  Spinal  Cord-Dercum) — 

By  some,  chronic  myelitis  is  thought  to  be  the  direct  sequel  of  an  ascending  neuritis. 

Osier  says — 

A  neuritis  limited  at  first  to  a  peripheral  nerve  may  extend  upward — the  so-called 
ascending  or  migrating  neuritis — and  involve  the  larger  nerve  trunks,  or  even  reach 
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the  ppinal  cord,  causing  subacute  myelitis.  *  *  «  The  inflammation  may  extend 
to  the  other  side,  either  through  the  s[>inal  cord  or  its  membranes,  or  without  aiiy 
involvement  of  the  ner\'e  centers,  the  w>-called  sympathetic  neuritis.  (The  Princi- 
ples and  Prat»tice  of  Medicine. ) 

Erb,  in  treating  of  diseases  of  peripheral  cerebro-spinal  nenes, 
says — 

Those  cases  are  more  intelligible  in  which  inflammation  creeping  along  the  nen*e& 
from  the  periphery — neuritis  aj«<'endens — can  be  clinically  or  anatomically  demon- 
strated, and  which  ultimately  reaches  the  spinal  cord  and  produces  myelitic,  the 
result  of  which  is  paraplegia. 

And  again,  in  reference  to  inflammation  of  nerves,  he  says — 

A  |X)int  of  special  importance  in  reference  to  the  course  of  neuritis  and  to  the 
whole  form  and  complexion  of  many  jmrticular  cases  of  disease  is  one  noticed  by 
various  observers,  namely,  the  disposition  of  the  neuritis  to  propagate  itself  along 
the  nerve  in  a  centripetal  direction  and  to  extend  to  nerves  lying  at  a  higher  plane, 
and  even  to  the  spinal  cord.  Earlier  obser\'er8 — Rokitansky,  Froriep,  and  others- 
had  already  admitted  such  a  centripetal  mode  of  propagation  of  neuritis.  Wier 
Mitchell  also  attributes  to  neuritis  a  great  disposition  to  extend  centripetally.  Ley- 
den  is  inclined  to  refer  the  myelitis  occurring  after  affections  of  the  urinary  and 
other  pelvic  viscera  to  a  lum bo-sacral  ascending  neuritis,  extending  to  the  spinal  conl, 
and  Remak  also  regarded  the  paraplegia  occurring  in  such  cases  as  being  due  to 
tumbo-sacral  neuritis.     (Cyclopaedia  of  the  Practice  of  Medicine,  Ziemasen.) 

It  would  then  appear  that  there  is  sufficient  authority  for  concluding 
that  an  inflammation  of  the  nerve  may  ascend  and  cross  over  to  the 
opposite  side  and  cause  the  conditions  shown  in  this  case. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is  regarded  as  well  based;  in  fact, 
there  appears  to  be  no  reason  whatever  to  ascribe  this  pensioner's 
condition  of  paraplegia  to  any  cause  other  than  as  an  extension  of  the 
diseased  process  from  the  left  leg,  which  has  been,  as  before  stated, 
accepted  by  the  Bureau  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  of  that  leg. 

The  medical  examination  made  July  2,  1S94,  first  after  filing  his 
<»laim  for  increase,  in  which  he  alleged  that  his  right  leg  had  become 
useless  by  reason  of  the  pensioned  causes,  shows  that  he  was  then 
suffering  with  absolute  paralysis  of  both  legs,  and,  of  course,  thii? 
condition  is  one  in  which  a  higher  rate  of  pension  than  he  now  receives 
is  warranted. 

The  Department,  therefore,  directs  that  this  claim  be  readjudicated 
and  increase  allowed,  as  indicated.     Action  reversed. 


MARRIAGE  AND  lirVORCK-EVIDEXC'E-PRESUMPTIOXS. 

Mary  M.  A.  Wood  (widow). 

The  claimant  being  unable  to  prove,  by  the  testimony  of  i)ersonal  accjuaintance?. 
that  nhe  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  or  to  famii«h 
any  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife,  except  a  sworn  statement 
made  by  the  soldier  himself  less  than  a  year  before  his  death,  but  all  the  known 
facts,  as  well  as  the  presumptions  of  law,  being  favorable  to  the  validity  of  her 
paid  marriage,  it  is  held  to  have  been  a  valid  marriage. 
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A'S>tisiant  Secretary  J*".  Z.  CamjpbeU  to  the  Cmniamwner  of  Pensions^ 

.  Decernhet*  5, 1900. 

Herewith  are  returned  the  paper8  in  the  appealed  pension  case  (No. 
680087)  of  Mary  M.  A.  WoodJ  alleged  widow  of  Matthew  Wood, 
deceased,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Company  K,  Thirty-eighth  Pennsyl- 
vania Infantry.  It  appears  that  the  said  Matthew  Wood  died  on  the 
:>lst  of  January,  1896,  and  that  he  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a 
pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
The  appellant,  on  March  11, 1896,  filed  a  claim  for  the  accrued  pension 
due  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  also  a  claim  for  pension  under 
section  3  of  the  aforesaid  act,  as  his  widow.  Both  claims  were  rejected 
in  August,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  unable  to  prove  that  she 
was  the  soldier's  lawful  widow.  From  that  action  she  appealed  on 
September  19,  1898,  contending  that  her  title  as  the  widow  of  the 
soldier  has  been  fully  established. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  fact  that  the  claimant  and  the  soldier 
were  married,  by  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  at  Lawrenceville,  Pa.,  on 
Julj'  2,  1868,  there  being  a  cotemporaneous  record  of  said  marriage 
made  by  the  oflBiciating  minister,  a  duly  certified  copy  of  which  has 
been  filed.  Nor  is  it  disputed  that  the  parties  subsequently  lived 
together  as  husband  and  wife,  and  held  themselves  out  as  such,  and 
were  so  reputed  among  their  neighbors  and  friends,  up  to  the  time  of 
the  soldier's  death — a  period  of  more  than  twent^^-seven  years.  The 
legality  of  the  marriage  is  questioned  solely  upon  the  ground  of  her 
inability  to  furnish  satisfactory  evidence  upon  two  points: 

1.  That  she  had  never  been  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier. 

2.  That  a  former  wife  of  the  soldier  was  dead  at  the  time  said  mar- 
riage occurred. 

Upon  the  first  point  she  can  furnish  nothing  but  her  own  affidavit, 
for  the  reason,  as  she  says,  that  she  has  no  relatives  and  had  but  few 
acquaintances  in  the  place  where  she  and  the  soldier  were  married, 
having  lived  there  onh^  about  a  year,  and  does  not  know  of  an3'one 
who  could  testify  that  she  had  not  been  married  before.  It  should  be 
stated  that  she  has  for  many  years  lived  in  California,  thousands  of 
miles  from  the  places  where  her  early  life  was  spent. 

In  regard  to  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife,  there  has  been  filed 
a  paper  purporting  to  have  been  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  soldier 
himself  on  April  5,  1895,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  his  said  first  wife 
died  on  April  14, 1865,  in  Alleghany  City,  Pa.  This  statement  is  made 
on  a  printed  form  which  appears  to  have  been  prepared  by  the  attor- 
neys in  this  case  with  a  view  to  obtaining  from  ex-soldiers  certain  data 
which  might  be  useful,  in  case  of  the  death  of  such  ex- soldiers,  in  estab- 
lishing claims  for  pension  b}"  their  widows  or  dependent  relatives. 
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The  part  of  the  paptM*  material  to  the  present  consideration  reads  as 
follows: 

Full  imme  of  wife:  Mary  Maud  Ann  W<kk18. 

Her  maiden  name  was  Norman. 

Where  married  to  her;  city  or  village:  Lawrenceville;  County ;  State,  Pa. 

Date  of  marriage  to  her:  July  2,  1808. 

Xante  of  minister  or  moffistraie  performing  the  ceremony:  Rev.  Wm.  P.  Tenbroetk. 

Name  of  church  where  marriage  took  place  (or  of  which  the  minister  was  iiasi'»r  : 
Rector  St.  John's  Church. 

If  any  prior  marriages  of  either  one^  soldier  or  his  v\fe,  Mate  them,  and  where  tfie  rti^iM 
can  be  found  of  death  or  divorce  of  prior  husband  or  wife:  My  first  wife,  £mma  Hart, 
died  April  14,  1866,  in  Alleghany  City,  Pa. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  this  paper  I  see  no  i-eason  to  dou)>t 
that  the  written  statements  therein  responsive  to  the  printed  querie^^ 
were  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  soldier  on  April  5,  1895,  as 
represented. 

It  appears  that  no  record  of  deaths  was  kept  in  Alleghany,  Pa.,  in 
1865.  The  ca.se  therefore  stands  thus:  The  claimant  swears  that  she 
was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier;  the  soldier 
declared,  under  oath,  in  1895,  that  his  first  wife  died  in  1865.  Xo 
direct  evidence  corroborative  of  either  statement  can  be  fumLshed. 

It  may  be  stated,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  the  law  always  pre- 
sumes in  favor  of  the  validity  of  a  marriage  unless  the  contrary  i^ 
clearly  shown.  If  the  celebration  of  a  marriage  be  proved,  the  con- 
tract, the  capacitj^  of  the  parties,  in  fact,  the  validity  of  the  marria«rt». 
is  presumed.  (Stewart  on  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  125.)  So,  if  a  second 
marriage  is  proved,  the  dissolution  of  the  first  marriage  by  death  or 
divorce  may  be  presumed.     (lb.,  sec.  126.) 

And,  generally  speaking,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  those  who 
assert  the  invalidity  of  a  marriage  and  not  upon  those  who  assert  its 
validity  and  claim  its  benefits.  But  this  rule,  which  obtains  in  suit< 
at  law  involving  the  rights  of  contesting  parties,  is  of  little  value  in 
the  adjudication  of  pension  claims,  for  the  reason  that  in  such  ca'^es 
there  are  not,  ordinarily,  two  contesting  parties,  but  only  one  party 
claiming  certain  benefits  under  the  law,  and  upon  that  party  rests  the 
whole  burden  of  proving  everything  necessary  to  estabKsh  his  or  her 
title  to  the  benefit  claimed.  The  question  with  which  we  are  concerned 
in  this  case,  therefore,  is  not  as  to  where  the  burden  of  proof  lies,  for 
it  necessarily  lies  upon  the  claimant,  but  whether  the  evidence  adduced 
is  suflBicient  to  entitle  the  claimant  to  recognition  as  the  widow  of  the 
soldier  in  the  allowance  of  pension. 

The  amount  of  evidence  which  ma^^  properly  be  required  in  such  a 
case  is  manifestly  that  which  would  justify  a  careful  and  prudent  man 
in  paying  out  money  intrusted  to  him  for  the  benefit  of  certain  desig- 
nated persons.  He  must  be  reasonably  sure  that  he  is  paying  the 
proper  person,  for  if  he  is  not  he  may  be  called  upon  to  pay  it  over 
again.  ^  I 
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Where  a  claimant  seeks  pension  as  the  widow  of  a  soldier  it  is  a 
proper  and  reasonable  rule  which  requires  that  she  shall  show  not 
merely  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  said  soldier,  but  also  whether  either 
of  them  had  been  previously  married,  and  if  so,  the  dissolution  of  such 
prior  marriage  by  death  or  divorce.  It  was  so  held  b\'  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Mary  A.  Reynolds  (8  P.  1).,  287)  and  Mary  J. 
Stocker  (9  P.  D.,  506). 

It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  the  same  kind  and  amount  of  evi- 
dence of  no  prior  marriage,  or  of  the  dissolution  of  a  prior  marriage, 
is  necessar}^  in  every  case.  Regard  must  be  had  for  circumstances, 
and  claimants  should  not  be  required  to  perform  impossibilities.  All 
that  can  be  rea^sonably  required  in  any  case  is  that  the  claimant  shall 
furnish  the  best  evidence  of  which  the  circumstances  admit,  and  that 
the  evidence,  viewed  in  the  light  of  such  circumstances,  shall  leave  no 
apparent  reason  to  doubt  that  she  is  the  true  widow  of  the  soldier  on 
account  of  whose  death  she  claims  pension. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  has  given  seemingly  valid  reasons  why  she 
can  not  furnish  the  testimony  usually  required  in  such  a  case.  She 
has  sworn  that  she  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier.  Her  statement  is  certainly  entitled  to  some  weight.  It  is 
consistent  with  all  known  facts.  The  evidence  shows  that  she  was 
only  about  22  years  old  at  the  time  of  said  mamage. '  There  is  less 
probability  of  a  previous  marriage  in  such  a  case  than  there  would  l)e 
in  the  case  of  an  older  woman.  The  church  record  shows  that  she  was 
married  under  the  name  of  Norman.  The  soldier  stated  in  his  affida- 
vit that  Norman  was  her  *' maiden  name.-'  The  soldier's  affidavit  as 
to  the  death  of  his  first  wife  is  also  entitled  to  some  degree  of  credit. 
It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  he  would  have  sworn  falsely,  nor  is  there 
any  reason  to  suspect  that  he  committed  })igamy.  The  presumption 
is  that  he  did  not.  It  is  worthy  of  note,  in  this  connection,  that  he  was 
married  to  the  claimant  in  the  same  locality  in  which  he  had  lived 
with  his  first  wife.  A  man  about  to  enter  into  a  bigamous  marriage 
would  probably  have  gone  to  some  place  w^here  he  was  not  known. 

In  addition  to  the  ordinary  presumption,  which  obtains  in  favor  of 
every  marriage,  and  the  circumstances  above  named  which  tend  to 
.strengthen  such  presumption  in  this  case,  there  is  the  weight  to  be 
attached  to  the  fact  of  the  long  continuance  of  the  marriage  relation — 
until  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties — and  to  the  fact  that  nearly  five 
years  have  elapsed  since  the  soldier's  death,  during  which  no  other 
person  has  appeared  claiming  to  be  his  widow. 

In  view  of  all  these  facts  it  appears  to  me  that  the  chances  that  the 
appellant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  invalid  are  so  slight  that  they 
may  be  safely  disregarded.  In  the  case  of  Mary  C.  Buckley  (8  P.  D., 
195)  the  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  in  1877  was  shown  by 
record  evidence,  and  she  lived  with  him  as  a  wife  from  the  time  the 
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ceremony  was  performed  until  his  death  in  1884,  and  bore  him  four 
childi*en,  who  survived  the  soldier.  Applicant  vfta*  never  married 
prior  to  her  marriage  with  the  soldier  and  no  evidence  appeared  in  the 
case  tending  to  show  that  the  soldier  was  ever  previously  married, 
but  all  the  witnesses  stated  that  they  never  heard  it  intimated  that  he 
had  been  previously  married,  but  prior  to  this  marriage  he  repre- 
sented himself  to  be  a  single  man,  and  the}'  believed  this  and  had  no 
reason  to  believe  otherwise.  I'pon  this  showing  of  facts  Assistant 
Secretary  Reynolds  held  that  a  legal  marriage  })etween  the  claimant 
and  the  soldier  was  proved.  See  also  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
America  Hooker  (8  P.  D.,  210). 

For  reasons  above  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  legality  of 
the  soldier's  marriage  to  the  (*laimant  in  this  case  should  be  admitted. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  accordingly  reversed. 


i>ec'lauatiox— act  .ti^nk  '^7,  1 800— com mkkcement. 
Mary  •!.  Fisk  (wiix)w). 

Pension  nnder  Hection  8  <»f  naid  act  can  coinmonco  only  from  date  of  filing  of  declara- 
tion sul)s<:Hiuent  tn  the  soldier's  death,  and  a  declaration  executed  by  the  wife 
prior  to  hin  death  is  null  and  void. 

AHfil>ittint  Sf'rr(4(inj  F.  L,  CanqMI  to  thr  Commi^Hloiwr  of  Pemltma, 

I)e(u>ml>W  f>.  1900. 

This  appellant,  Mary  J.  P'isk,  in  June,  181*8,  was  allowed  pension, 
certificate  No.  4()5877,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 181M),  as  the  widow  of 
John  Fisk,  svho  was  a  member,  from  June  24,  1861,  to  August  16. 
1865,  of  Company  F,  Fourteenth  Massachusetts  Infantry  and  of  Com- 
pany M,  First  Massachusetts  Heavy  Artillery,  and  died  January  20, 
1897,  pension  commencing  December  8,  1897,  date  of  filing  claim 
subsequent  to  his  death. 

On  Octo})er  11,  1898,  she  filed  this  appeal,  contending  that  the  pen- 
sion should  commence  from  the  date  of  his  death,  because  she  then  had 
pending  under  said  act  a  clahn,  filed  December  16,  1896,  for  pension  as 
his  widow  (such  claim  resting  upon  an  alleged  presumption  of  his 
death  by  I'eason  of  absence,  unheard  of,  for  many  year*s).  which  was 
rejected  in  August,  1897,  on  the  ground  that  his  death  could  not  be 
presumed,  because  he  is  shown  to  have  been  alive  Octo?)er  13,  1893, 
when  he  was  examined  under  a  claim  filed  by  him  in  August,  1891. 

This  contention  by  the  widow  can  not  ))e  sustained.  By  the  expres^^ 
terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  189<),  under  the  provisions  of  which  this 
pension  is  allowed,  the  pension  must  commence  from  date  of  filing 
of  declaration  only,  which  must  have  been  executed  subsequent  to  the 
soldier's  death.    The  declai-ation  of  December  16,  1896,  was  null  and 
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void.  A  wife  has  no  pensionable  status  on  account  of  her  living  hus- 
l)and's  sei-vice,  and  can  not  execute  a  valid  declaration  for  pension  as 
his  widow  to  take  effect,  as  appellant  contends,  on  his  subsequent 
doath,  for  a  divorce  from  their  marriage  or  her  own  death  may  inter- 
vene, so  that  she  may  never  become  his  widow,  and  hence  ma}-  never 
ac<iuire  any  pensionable  rights. 

In  order  that  a  person  may  execute  a  valid  claim  for  pension,  there 
must  be  a  present  pensionable  right  of  some  kind  to  which  claim  may 
he  made;  as  held  in  the  case  of  a  soldier  who  executes  his  declaration 
on  the  day  of  discharge,  as  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Hagarty  (10  P.  D., 
359).  It  was  held  in  that  case  that  a  soldier  can  not  execute  a  valid 
declaration  for  pension  so  long  as  he  is  in  the  service,  or  until  he  is 
actually  discharged  therefrom,  as  until  then  the  fact  of  his  discharge, 
which  is  an  essential  element  of  his  pensionable  title  (as  is  the  fact  of 
the  soldier's  death  in  the  c*ase  of  a  widow),  can  not  be  alleged. 

The  commencement  of  pension  herein  was  entirely  in  conformity 
with  the  law  and  is  affirmed. 


servic^k— avar  ^^^tir  mexico-act  january  3»,  1887. 

Alfred  Williams. 

This  soldier  enliste<l  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  States  on  April  22, 1848,  less 
than  nixty  day8  prior  to  the  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico  on  May  30, 1848. 
Conssequently  his  service  during  said  war  did  not  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  pension  thereunder. 

Afot/Mffrnf  Secretitry  F.  Z.  Camphell  to  the  CommismmiT  of  Penslon^^ 

Deceinhr  5,  1900, 

Alfred  Williams,  late  a  private,  Compan}"  G,  Eighth  United  States 
Infantry,  was  originally  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January ,  29,  1887,  as  a  surv  ivor  of  the  Mexican  war  at  the  rate  of 
^  per  month,  which  was  subsequently  increased  to  |12  per  month, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  and  on  September 
22,  1894,  he  was,  after  due  and  legal  notice,  dropped  from  the  rolls 
upon  the  ground  that  he  did  not  serve  in  the  Army  of  the  United 
States  for  sixty  days  during  the  war  with  Mexico,  as  required  by  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  entitle  him  to  pension  thereunder. 

On  January  28,  1899,  said  soldier  tiled  an  application  for  restoration 
of  his  pension,  which  was  rejected  on  April  4,  1899,  upon  the  same 
grounds  upon  which  he  had  been  dropped  from  the  rolls. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  July  11,  1899. 

The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  provides  a  pension  for  the  surviving 
officers  and  enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia,  and  volunteers  of 
the  military  and  naval  services  of  the  United  States,  who,  being  duly 
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enlisted,  actually  .served  sixty  days  with  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the 
United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en 
route  thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actually  engatrtxl 
in  a  battle  in  said  war,  and  were  honoral)ly  discharg^ed,  and  sucholhor 
officers,  soldiers,  and  sailors  as  may  have  been  personally  named  in  any 
resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  senice  in  said  war. 

The  claim  of  this  appellant  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  said 
act  was  based  upon  the  allegation  that  he  had  served  in  the  Regular 
Army  of  the  United  States  for  sixty  days  en  route  to  and  in  Mexico 
during  the  war  with  that  nation. 

The  official  record  of  the  appellant's  service  in  the  United  State- 
Army  shows  that  he  enlisted  as  a  recruit  for  the  Regular  Army  for  a 
term  of  five  years  at  Baltimore,  Md.,  on  April  22,  1848,  was  assigned 
to  Company  G,  Eighth  United  States  Infantry,  and  served  therein 
until  April  2, 1853,  when  he  was  discharged  the  service  by  reason  of 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  enlistment.  Since  the  appellant  eidistod 
and  served  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  States,  it  is  apjmreiit 
that  his  military  service  during  the  war  with  Mexico  must  have  termi- 
nated with  the  termination  of  said  war.  It  has  long  been  held  In'  thi- 
Department  that  the  legal  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico  for 
pensionable  purposes  was  May  30,  1848  (McClelland,  Secretary,  in  re 
Michael  Salmon,  3  L.  B.  P.,  9;  and  in  re  Thomas  Bruce,  4  L.  B.  P.. 
261;  also  Assistant  Secretary  Reynolds  to  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 
7  P.  D.,  240),  and  since  this  date  is  less  than  sixty  days  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  the  appellant's  enlistment  in  the  Army,  April  22,  184>. 
the  whole  period  of  his  militiiiT  service  in  the  Army  of  the  United 
States  during  the  Mexican  war  was  necessarily  of  less  than  sixty  days' 
duration. 

It  is  not  contended  that  the  appellant  was  actuall}'  engaged  in  a  bat- 
tle in  the  Mexican  war,  or  that  he  had  been  personally  named  in  any 
resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  servi<*e  rendered  in  said  war: 
consequently  it  is  manifest  that  his  militiiry  service  during  said  war. 
being  of  less  than  sixty  days'  dui-ation,  did  not  comply  with  the 
requirements  and  conditions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  was 
not  sufficient  to  give  him  any  title  whatever  to  pension  under  it> 
provisions. 

There  is  no  parallel  whatever  between  this  case  and  the  cases  of 
Geiger  (9  P.  D.,  28)  and  Young  (Ibid.,  44),  referred  to  in  this  appeal. 
In  both  of  said  cases  a  period  of  more  than  sixty  days  elapsed  betweon 
the  date  of  the  soldier's  enlistment  and  the  date  of  the  termination  of 
the  Mexican  war;  in  this  case  there  was  a  period  of  but  thirty-eight 
daj's  between  the  date  of  the  appellant's  enlistment  and  the  date  of  the 
termination  of  said  war,  so  that  by  no  possibility  could  he  have  ren- 
dered sixty  days'  actual  military  service  in  or  during  the  Mexi- 
can war. 
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It  is,  therefore,  very  evident  that  the  original  action  by  which  this 
appellant  was  allowed  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887, 
was  erroneous  and  unauthorized  by  the  law  and  that  the  subsequent 
action  dropping  him  from  the  rolls  and  rejecting  his  application  for  a 
restoration  of  said  pension  upon  the  ground  stated,  from  which  this 
appeal  was  taken,  was  without  error,  and  said  action  is  aflSrmed 
accordingly. 


HATE— COrPOUXDING  RATES  ^G  RAIIE  HATES. 

NiRAM  W.  Malloky. 

The  claimant  was  pensionecl  at  $17  per  month  for  diKsease  of  heart. 

i>uhKeqiiently  a  reissue  was  made  to  include  deafness,  but  no  increase  of  rate  was 

allowed. 
The  next  higher  rate  t^)  that  whicli  the  claimant  was  receiving  is  third  grade,  l?24  per 

month. 
There  is  no  authority  of  law  under  which  sj^ecific  rates  and  general  rates  can  l)e  com- 

jxmnded  to  make  a  grade  rating. 

At<i*if<t(nd  Secn4ary  F'.  Z.  Campbell  to  tlie  Commimioiier  of  Pencil onn^ 

December  5,  1900. 

Niram  W.  Mallory,  deceased.  Company  D,  Seventh  Minnesota  Vol- 
unteer Infantr}^  certificate  No.  420732,  was  pensioned  under  the  gen- 
eral law  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart  from  August 
7,  188*.>,  when  he  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  March  27,  1890,  alleging 
increased  disability  from  pensioned  cause  and  new  and  additional  disa- 
}>ility  from  deafness  of  both  ears,  contracted  at  Selma,  Ala.,  June, 
18^)5.  The  claim  was  rejected  July  15,  1892,  on  the  ground  of  no 
increased  degree  of  disability  from  pensioned  cause,  disease  of  heart, 
and  no  record  of  the  alleged  deafness  and  claimant's  inability  to  fur- 
ni.sh  satisfactory  evidence  connecting  the  same  with  the  service.  The 
claim  for  deafness  was  reopened  and  allowed,  and  a  reissue  was  made 
to  include  nearly  total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  slight  deafness  of  left 
ear,  as  an  additional  disability,  at  the  rate  of  $17  per  month,  the 
former  rate,  from  March  27,  1890.  It  is  from  this  action  that  the 
recognized  attorneys  appealed  September  20,  1898,  contending  that  it 
is  contrar}"  to  the  evidence  on  file;  that  it  is  error  to  hold  that  the 
claimant's  combined  disabilities  do  not  entitle  him  to  a  rating  of  at 
Iea«t  $24  per  month ;  and  that  to  make  a  reissue  to  include  the  disa- 
bility, deafness,  and  at  the  same  time  not  allow  any  rating  on  account 
of  it  is  very  much  like  isvsuing  a  pension  certificate  that  carries  no 
paj'ment  of  pension. 

In  discussing  the  additional  rate  of  pension  claimed  under  this  appeal 
the  sufficiency  of  the  rate  allowed  for  disease  of  heart,  independent  of 
any  other  disability,  can  not  enter  into  the  question,  for  the  reason  that 
the  action  appealed  from  is  the  refusal  of  the  Bureau  to  coin^ine  the 
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general  rate,  ^17  per  month,  on  ac*count  of  disease  of  heart,  and  the 
specific  rate,  fifteen-thirtiethn,  on  account  of  deafness. 

The  simple  question  before  the  Department  is  whether  there  is  any 
authority  of  law  under  which  specific  rates  and  general  rates  c-an  l»e 
aggregated  or  compounded  to  allow  a  grade  rate. 

In  the  case  of  Abram  McCullum  (H  P.  D.,  o.  s..  Ill)  it  is  held  that: 

Unless  specifically  provide<l  for,  there  in  no  provision  of  law  by  which  disabiliric?' 
can  be  considered  separately  and  c*onij>ounded  so  as  to  allow  for  all  the  pen^ioi. 
which  each,  considered  separately,  would  a^Qiregate. 

In  the  case  of  Michael  Kelly  (8  P.  D.,  240)  the  Department  held: 

Claimant  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $45  i)er  month  for  the  loss  of  a  leg  above  the 
knee,  and  claims  also  for  the  loss  of  an  eye,  contending  that  he  is  entitled  to  $63  [nr 
month  for  the  combined  disabilitie**.  There  is  no  intermediate  rate  between  $4»i  aixl 
$50  nor  between  $50  and  $72,  and  the  law  does  not  allow  the  compounding  of  rat- 
ings for  specific  disabilities,  thereby  creating  a  special  rate  for  a  special  disability: 
and  to  entitle  claimant  to  a  higher  rate  than  $45  per  month  it  must  be  shown  thai 
the  combined  disabilities  have  resultetl  in  permanent  total  helplessncHs,  requiriDjf 
the  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

In  the  case  of  All)ert  Marshall  (5  P.  D.,  22(>)  it  was  held  that: 

The  practice  of  the  Department  in  determining  pensionable  ratings  is  govenuil 
not  by  a  combination  of  separate  ratings  for  separate  disabilities,  but  by  the  fma 
total  of  the  disability  for  manual  lalx)r.    *    *    * 

In  the  case  of  Mark  Davis  (10  P.  D.,  185)  it  was  held  that: 

Pensioner  was  receiving  a  rating  of  seventeen-eighteenths  for  neuralgia  and  plight 
deafness  of  both  ears,  result  of  catarrh,  said  rating  being  made  up  of  two-eighteenths 
for  the  first-named  disability  and  fifteen-thirtieths  (the  schedule  rate  at  time  of  allow - 
an(»e)  for  the  deafness  in  that  <legree.  Afterwartls,  when  rating  of  four-eighteenths 
was  allowed  for  additional  disability  from  chronic  diarrhea  and  piles,  the  total  ratin;: 
was  continued  at  seventeen-eighteenths,  because  the  ratings  could  not  be  combinc<l 
to  make  twenty-one  eighteenths,  a  rate  unknown  to  the  law.  Then,  again,  thes(h<  ^^ 
ule  rate  for  slight  deafness  of  both  ears  hsu*  been  reduceil  to  six-thirtieths.  This  wa.- 
recommended  in  the  last  certificate  of  result  of  diarrhea,  and  six-eighteenths  for 
pains  in  stomach,  chest,  and  head,  result  of  neuralgia.  Thus  the  combined  rat*^. 
making  eighteen-eighteenths,  kept  the  total  pension  at  the  former  rate  of  seventeeii- 
eighteenths  i>er  month. 

The  ratings  named  could  not  be  combined  to  make  the  third-grade  rate,  or  624  a 
month,  even  if  they  would  amount  to  so  much  and  as  they  do  not  altogether;  an«l 
considered  as  a  whole  produce  a  degree  of  incapacity  to  perform  manual  labor  equiv- 
alent to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  pensioner  is  not  entitled  to  said  third-grade  rate. 

So  in  this  case  the  claimant  was  pcnisioned  at  the  rate  of  $17  pr 
month  for  disease  of  heart,  a  general  mte,  and  the  claim  for  nearly 
total  deafness  of  right  ear  and  slight  deafness  of  left  ear  was  subse- 
quently allowed  as  an  additional  disability,  and  the  I'ating  of  $15  per 
month  was  made  therefor,  in  accordance  with  the  rates  fixed  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

The  rate  of  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart  had  been  fixed  and 
the  claim  disposed  of  bv  the  Bureau  action  of  July  la^892;  and  it  u? 

..gitized  by  Google 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  167 

not  contended  that  this  rate  was  innufficient,  but  that  the  Hpeoific 
rating  of  fifteen-thirtieths  should  be  added  to  the  rate  already  fixed  to 
make  a  grade  rating. 

As  there  is  no  authority  of  law  under  which  specific  rates  and  gen- 
ei-al  rates  can  be  compounded  to  make  a  grade  rating,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  was  proper,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  affirmed. 


marriage  of  8laves-i.aws  of  virginia. 
Frank  Fitchett  (father). 

Claimant  was  one  of  four  slaves  who  cohabited  with  one  Melinda,  also  a  slave,  she 
bearing  three  of  her  pseiido  hnsbands,  including  claimant,  a  child.  The  masters 
of  Melinda  and  claimant  refused  to  allow^  a  ceremony  of  marriage  to  be  performed. 

Held:  The  connection  between  claimant  and  Melinda  was  illicit,  the  evidence  show- 
ing that  there  was  no  mutual  intent  on  their  part  to  consummate  a  bona  fida 
slave  marriage. 

The  act  of  February  27,  1866,  of  the  assembly  of  Virginia,  referred  only  to  such  col- 
ored persons  who  had  undertaken  and  agreed,  bona  fide,  to  occupy  the  relation 
to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife.  Mutual  intent  was  a  sine  qua  non  to  a  bona 
fide  moral  matrimonial  relation  between  slaves. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10  P.  D.,  105)  is  reaffirmed. 

A>isista7it  Seeretaru  F,  L,  Campbell  to  tlw  C()mmi%8ion<iv  of  Pensions^ 

Decemler  5,  1900, 

Frank  Fitchett,  alleged  father  of  Nathan  Fitchett,  formerly  a  pri- 
vate in  Company  B,  Tenth  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry, 
filed  his  declaration  under  the  general  law  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  on  August  6, 1890,  claim  being  rejected  on  May  9, 1898, 
on  the  ground  that  claimant  had  no  status.  An  appeal  was  filed  by 
attorney  on  September  3,  1898,  which  is  so  intempemte  in  its  tone  and 
phrases  as  to  render  it  difficult  to  arrive  at  its  assignments  of  error. 
It  is  believed,  however,  to  contend  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  law. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows: 

One  Melinda,  a  slave  owned  by  William  Cartan,  and  residing  on  his 
plantation  in  the  lower  end  of  Northampton  County,  Va.,  after 
living  with  two  negroes  and  bearing  each  of  them  a  child,  commenced 
living  with  the  claimp-nt  herein,  who  was  then  eighteen  years  of  age, 
somewhere  about  the  year  1850,  and  bore  him  a  son  named  Nathan. 
Claimant  lived  on  an  adjoining  plantation,  and  stayed  nights  with 
Melinda.  They  thus  lived  and  slept  together  for  the  space  of  eighteen 
months  by  permission  of  their  owners,  who,  however,  refused  to  allow 
a  ceremonj'  to  be  performed,  when  the  claimant's  master  removed  to 
another  portion  of  the  county,  and  claimant  ceased  to  cohabit  with 
Melinda,  who  shortl}^  after  formed  a  connection  with  one  Robbins,  a 
slave,  and  died,  as  stated  by  witnesses,  "long  before  the  w|ir,"    The 
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son  of  claimant  and  Melinda  went  into  the  United  States  service  durin<r 
the  war  of  the  reln^Uion,  and  after  discharjje  lived  and  cohabited  with 
one  Ix>uisa  Brickhouse,  a  married  woman,  until  his  death  in  •1S^♦}. 
Claimant  is  without  projx^rty  of  any  kind. 

Upon  the  above  state  of  fa<*ts  Frank  Fitchett  asks  that  he  be  recojr- 
nized,  under  the  pension  laws,  as  the  dependent  father  of  Nathan 
Fitchett. 

While  a  slave  was  inca^wble  of  contracting  a  le<ral  marriaoro  (nim' 
Hall  /•.  Ignited  States,  92  U.  S.,  27).  yet  slaves  did,  according  t(Mii>- 
tom,  conti'act  marital  relations  so  far  as  they  were  al)le,  and  such  ivhi- 
tion  carried  with  it  certain  moral  obligations  and  duties,  which  wen- 
clearly  and  well  defined.  Such  a  relation  did.  later  on,  in  the  slnv<' 
States,  by  reason  of  remedial  legislation,  certoin  facts  l)eing  shown, 
resolve  itself  into  a  legal  marital  stiitus.  (Si*e  Stewart  on  Marriage  ami 
Divorce,  sec.  74,  and  cases  cited. )  Such  a  relation  also  did,  in  some  slave 
States,  and  before  emancipation,  have  a  certain  clearly  deiined  legal 
status,  based  upon  the  moi-al  obligation  assumed  by  the  parties  when 
they  entered  into  the  matrimonial  relation  so  far  as  they  were  able. 

It  is  clear,  from  a  careful  studv  of  the  decisions  in  the  various  former 
slave  States,  as  well  as  from  facts  of  history  not  disputed,  that  slaves 
were  allowed  and  encouraged  to  form  bona  fide  moi^al  matrimonial  con- 
nections, such  connection  being  evidenced  by  certain  facts.  The<e 
facts  were,  consent  of  the  owner  to  the  union,  a  ceremony  by  a  negro 
preacher,  the  master,  or  the  mistress,  or  some  other  suitable  person, 
consummation  of  the  matrimonial  intent  })v  cohabitation,  and  the  recog- 
nition of  such  parties  as  quasi  huslmnd  and  wife  by  the  white  and 
colored  persons  of  the  adjoining  country.  Such  slave  marriages  rar- 
ried  with  them  all  the  duties  and  obligations  of  the  marital  state  so  far 
as  such  duties  and  obligations  were  not  inconsistent  with  a  state  of 
slavery;  and  nmtual  assent  to  be  husband  and  wife  was  as  obligatory, 
morally,  upon  the  parties,  as  it  was  legallv  obligatory  upon  free 
persons. 

It  is  not  to  be  doubted  for  an  instant  but  that  the  moral  crime  of 
adultery  and  fornication  could  be  connnitted  by  slaves,  the  same  as  the 
same  legal  crime  could  be  committed  by  free  persons,  and  it  is  evident 
that  not  ev(»rv  slave  negro  and  negress  who  slept  together,  and  had 
children,  were  husl)and  and  wife. 

It  was  held  by  this  Department,  in  the  opinion  in  case  of  Annie 
Hughes  (8  P.  D.,  455),  as  follows: 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  shiveH,  in  tliis  (}uasi  matrimonial  Htatu8,  could 
}je  guilty  of  an  illicit  relation,  and  that  an  illicit  connection  lK»twecn  a  maleaml 
female  slave  could  as  well  exint  as  the  same  relation  could  exist  Ix'tween  a  free  male 
and  female.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  parties  in  such  ca.<<*s  that  is  the  governing  factor. 
*  *  *  Two  things  were  of  almost  universal  oi'currence  during  slavery,  when  male 
and  female  slaves  entere<l  into  a  bona  fide  moral  marital  state,  viz,  the  obtaining  of 
the  (»onsent  of  the  owners  to  such  an  alliance  together  with  the  celi^bration  of  some 
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ceremony  wherein  tlie  intent  was  expressed  in  a  quai»i  public  manner,  indicative  of 
the  fact  that  the  parties  propoHed  from  that  date  to  sustaitt  the  moral  marital  relation 
Call  that  they  were  then  cai)al)le  of)  of  husband  and  wife. 

Such  propositions,  as  heretofore  stated,  are  borne  out  by  judicial 
decisions  in  the  former  slave  Stjites,  as  well  as  by  history  itself. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  evidence  shows,  and  the  claimant  practically 
admits,  that  Melinda,  the  mother  of  the  soldier,  had  lived  with  two 
negroes  prior  to  living  with  claimant,  and  had  had  a  child  by  each 
negro.  She  then,  it  appears,  took  the  claimant,  then  a  youth  of  18 
years,  to  her  bed,  and  after  living  with  him  for  eighteen  months  and 
bearing  him  a  son  the  connection  was  broken  off,  and  she  espoused 
some  one  else. 

All  that  the  claimant  and  Melinda  can  be  held  accountable  for,  inas- 
much as  they  were  slaves,  is  the  moral  intent  on  the  part  of  each,  but 
such  moral  intent  can  l>e  and  should  be  sought  for  under  the  same 
rules  and  presumptions  as  would  a  legal  intent,  provided  they  were  not 
slaves;  and,  practically,  the  same  principhvs  which  would  govern  a 
common -law  marriage  are  necessary  to  supjwrt  this  alleged  slave 
marriage. 

Let  it  be  first  noted  that  Melinda  appears,  by  the  evidence,  to  have 
lived  as  the  iiristress  of  two  negroes,  and  had  a  child  by  each.  She 
then  takes  up  with  claimant,  who  was  but  18  years  of  age,  with  the 
knowledge  of  their  masters,  but,  as  claimant  states,  their  masters 
would  not  allow  a  ceremon}'  to  be  had.  These  facts  show  that  one  of 
the  usual  prerequisites  to  a  bona  fide  slave  marriage  is  absent  in  this 
case,  viz,  a  ceremony  according  to  custom.  And  this  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion, a  perfectly  logical  one  in  view  of  the  facts,  that  while  the 
masters  were  willing  that  those  two  slaves  should  sleep  together,  they 
were  not  willing  that  a  bona  fide  marriage  should  be  consummated. 
Such  a  withholding  of  permission  to  marry  would  seem  to  have  }>een 
entirely  proper  and  natural  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  negress  had 
previously  sustained  the  relation  of  wife  to  two  other  negroes  in  the 
same  section  of  country. 

It  ma}'^  be  remarked,  as  a  safe  declaration,  that  where  two  parties 
in  slavery  assumed  the  bona  fide  moral  relation  of  man  and  wife,  the 
intent  and  its  natural  consequences  were  of  binding  moral  force  upon 
the  jmrties.  The  intent  to  remain  as  man  and  wife  was  incumbent 
mx)n  them,  vsave  only  as  to  those  things  which  were  incompatible  with 
their  state  of  slaverv\  When  one  of  the  pjirties  was  removed  by  the 
master  to  a  distant  portion  of  the  country,  and  when  access  was 
physically  impossible,  the  duties  and  obligations  were  severed.  But 
when,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  one  was  only  remov(»d  to  another  ix)rtion 
of  the  county,  the  marital  duties  and  obligations  were  not  sundered. 
In  this  case,  however,  claimant  admits  that  upon  his  removal  to  a 
short  distance,  he  went  no  more  to  see  Melinda,  and  she  took  up 
another  man.  Digitized  by  GoOglc 
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Such  a  condition  of  affairs  points  clearly  to  the  i*ea8onable  deduction 
that  there  never  was"  any  intent  on  the  part  of  either  claimant  or 
Melinda  to  form  a  bona  tide  slave  marriage,  as  well  as  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  their  respective  masters  would  not  allow  one  to  take  place. 
The  connection  between  Melinda  and  claimant  was  an  illicit  slave  con- 
nection and  lac^ks  practical!}'  all  of  the  elements  of  a  slave  marria^. 
This  being  true,  it  is  unneiTssarv  to  discuss  any  pensionable  vx^hi^ 
that  the  claimant  might  have  as  being  the  putative  natural  father  of 
the  soldier  Nathan. 

Since  the  filing  of  the  appt^al  the  attorney  has  Kled  an  amendment 
in  which  he  calls  attention  to  the  ac*t  of  February  27,  1866,  of  the 
geneml  assembly  of  Virginia,  and  insists  that  the  terms  of  such  art 
put  claimant  in  the  position  of  the  legal  father  of  the  soldier.  The 
act  in  question  is  as  follows: 

1.  Be  It  enacted  by  the  gauTal  njoumfdii^  That  the  f()iirtet»nth  wx-tion  of  chapter  one 
hiindrerl  and  eight  of  the  c»o<le  of  Virjriiiia  for  eij?ht4»en  hundred  and  sixty  l)e,  an>l 
the  same  is  hereby,  amende<l  and  reenaote<l  bo  an  to  rea<i  as  follows,  to  wit: 

2.  That  where  colore<l  personn,  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  shall  \\9\e  iin'itT- 
takeu  and  agreed  to  (xrupy  the  t-elation  to  each  other  of  h unhand  and  wife,  and  jihall 
l)e  cohabiting  together  aa  such  at  the  time  of  itM  passage,  whether  the  rites*  of  ma^ 
riage  shall  have  l)een  celebrated  l)etween  them  or  not,  they  shall  be  <leeme<l  hiu?han<l 
and  wife  and  l>e  entitled  to  the  rights  and  privileges  and  subject  to  the  duties  an«i 
obligations  of  that  relation  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  duly  married  l>y  law, 
and  all  their  children  shall  l)e  deemed  legitimate,  whether  born  before  or  after  the 
passage  of  this  a<*t;  and  when  the  parties  have  cease<i  to  cohabit  l)efore  the  i>as!«aee«'i 
this  act,  in  conse<iuence  of  the  death  of  the  woman  or  from  any  other  cause,  all  the 
children  of  the  woman  recognized  by  the  man  to  l)e  his  shall  V)e  deemed  legitimate. 
(Passed  February  27,  1866.) 

It  is  apparent,  without  discussion,  that  this  act  was  productive  of 
two  things:  First,  it  fastened  the  status  of  husband  and  wife  ui>on 
certain  colored  persons;  and,  second,  it  legitimatized  ceilain  children 
born  of  colored  parents. 

As  to  the  first  no  one  could  b(»  affected  save  those  who  were  cohal>it- 
ing  together  on  February  27,  ISfJH,  and  as  Melinda  was  dead  "long 
1)0 fore  the  war,-'  she  could  not  be  cohabiting  on  said  date  with  the 
claimant. 

As  to  the  second,  the  condition  precedent  to  the  legitimatizing  of  the 
children  referred  to  wius  that  they  should  be  the  children  of  those  who. 
b(»fore  the  passage  of  the  act,  '*  shall  hav^e  undertaken  and  agreed  to 
occupy  the  relation  to  each  other  of  man  and  wife." 

The  sleeping  together  by  a  male  and  female,  and  the  )x?aring  of 
children  by  such  female,  do  not  constitute  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife.  Such  things  are  but  links  in  the  chain  of  fact.s  which  go  to  prove 
that  persons  are  husband  and  wife.  Mutual  intent  is  a  sine  qua  non 
in  all  cases ;  and,  as  has  been  seen  in  the  earlier  discussion  herein, 
mntiuil  intent  was  lacking  in  the  case  at  bar.  The  act  of  February  27. 
1806,  therefore,  is  of  no  effect  upon  the  status  of  claimant. 
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The  peculiar  statue  of  an  alleged  dependent  colored  father  who  claims 
by  reason  of  a  son  born  during  the  time  that  the  claimant  was  in  a 
state  of  slavery  was  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10 
P.  D.,  105),  and  the  principles  enunciated  in  said  case  are  applicable  to 
the  case  at  Imr,  save  that  the  Bird  case,  supm,  originated  in  Mississippi. 
The  effect  of  sections  4702,  4704,  4705,  and  4723,  Revised  Statutes, 
upon  such  a  claimant,  as  discussed  in  said  Bird  case,  are,  however, 
fully  relev^ant  to  the  present  case. 

It  can  not  be  too  strongly  asserted,  such  assertion  being  based  upon 
sound  legal  principles  and  deductions,  that  there  is  no  law  which  author- 
izes the  bestowing  of  a  pensionable  status  as  dependent  father  upon  a 
former  slave  who  was  the  natural  father  of  male  issue  during  slavery, 
because  such  male  issue,  later  on,  enlisted  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 
"'The  child  was  nuUius  lilius;  he  had  no  legal  father,  and  could  take 
no  rights  under  the  law  by  being  the  son  of  the  man  who  had  begotten 
him."  Whatever  pensionable  rights  said  child, now  has  are  bestowed 
upon  him  by  statute.     (See  Bird  ca.se,  supra.) 

The  mere  fact  that  a  common-law  illegitimate  child  may  have  a  pen- 
sionable right  through  his  natural  soldier  father,  under  a  statute  to 
that  etfect,  is  no  basis  for  conclusion  that  a  natural  father  may  have  a 
pensionable  right  through  his  soldier  son.  Different  beneficiaries  under 
the  pension  laws  stand  upon  various  footings,  and  unless  the  law  plainly 
and  clearly  bestows  a  pensionable  right  upon  a  person  or  class  of  per- 
sons, such  persons  have  no  pensionable  status. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10  P.  D.,  105)  is  reaffirmed. 

Action  affirmed. 


VEK— I^MrrATIOX—DEPEXDEXr    PARENTS-ACT     .JUNE     37,    I80O,    AXO 

SEC/nON  4707,  R.  S. 

Kathryne  a.  Ratcliffe  (Mother). 

1.  An  applicant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make 

and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  set^tion  4707,  Revised  Statutes, 
without  regani  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

2.  So  much  of  the  decisions  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Darling  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299) 

as  denies  the  existence  of  such  a  right  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  tlie  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  is  overruled. 

Axfii^tant  Seci'etary  F,  L,  Cauipbell  to  th^i  Commlmlonrr  of  Pensions^ 

Dtccinher  8,  1900, 

Kathrj^ne  A.  Ratcliffe  filed  on  January  20,  1899,  a  claim  for  pen- 
sion 2L6  dependent  mother  of  Stephen  M.  Ratcliffe,  late  private.  Com- 
pany B,  First  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  who  died  while  in  the 
service,  during  the  late  war  with  Spain,  on  August  16,  1898.  She 
appointed  W.  W.  Dudley  &  Co. ,  of  this  city,  her  attorneys,  and  they, 
on  February  14,  1900,  filed  duplicate  copies  of  an  agreement  on  her 
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part  to  allow  them,  in  ease  the  pension  was  grant<*d,  a  fee  of  Jf25.  The 
claim  was  allowed  and  a  certificate  issued  to  the  claimant  on  July  Hk 
19(H).  The  aj^ent  was  directed  to  |>ay  to  W.  \\\  Dudley  &  Co.  a  fee  of 
only  ^10.  From  that  action  the  attorneys  appealed  on  August  ^,  Uhhi. 
contending  that  they  should  have  ])een  allowed  a  fee  of  ^25  in  accord 
ance  with  their  contract  with  the  claimant. 

I'pon  (examination  of  the  papers  it  appears  that  the  fee  agreements 
in  this  case  were  not  propt»rly  executed  in  that  the  signature  of  ^V.  W. 
Dudley  &  C^).  to  th(»  same  was  not  acknowledged  before  a  notaiy  pub- 
lic, or  othei-  offic^er  competent  to  administer  oaths,  as  required  by  law. 
This  defect  not  having  been  cured  prior  to  the  adjudi(*ation  of  the 
claim  the  contract  was  void.  (See  the  case  of  .John  S.  Miller,  7  P.  D.. 
347.)  If  there  were  no  other  question  involved  than  the  attorneys' 
right  to  a  fee  of  $25  in  this  ciise  the  duty  of  the  Department  in  the 
premises  would  be  discharged  bv  the  dismissjil  of  the  appeal.  Another 
and  a  much  larger  question  has,  however,  been  i-aised  by  a  new  or  | 
amended  appeal  tthni  b\'  the  same  attornevs  on  October  5,  IIHK),  the  j 
pr(»liminaries  to  which  re(|uire  a  few  words  of  explanation. 

The  refusal  of  the  Buri^au  to  pay  the  fee  stipulated  for  in  this  case 
was  not  based  upon  the  infonnality  in  the  execution  of  the  fee  agree- 
ments, but  uix)n  the  ground  tha  the  case  was  not  one  in  which  a  con- 
tract for  a  fee  in  excess  of  $10  could  l)e  lawfully  recognized.  It  was 
held  that  the  claim  was  adjudicated  under  the  provisions  of  section 
4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  amended  })v  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  and  that  section  4  of  the  last-named  act  prohibited  the  ! 
allowance  of  a  greater  fee  than  $10  in  such  a  case.  In  etfect  the  hold- 
ing w^as  that  the  claim  was  one  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June 
27.  18iM).  The  attorneys  contended  on  the  other  hand  that  the  claim 
was  made  and  prosecuted  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
without  reference  to  anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
and  that  the  limitation  in  section  4  of  the  last-named  act  as  to  fees  in 
claims  allowed  thereunder  had,  therefore,  no  application. 

In  a  similar  case  (Rosa  Pedrotti,  mother  of  Cipriano  Pedrotti,  Fee 
P.  L.  Bk.,  35,  p.  231)  the  Dejmrtment  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  pn- 
tfion  secured  was  allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  *21. 
1890,  the  law  did  not  permit  the  certification  of  a  fee  in  excess  of  ^1<' 
for  attorncA's'  services,  and  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  alio  win? 
pension  under  said  act  instead  of  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statute^, 
could  not  be  reviewed  under  an  ap])eal  relating  solely  to  the  amount 
of  the  attorneys'  fee. 

With  a  view  to  making  a  direct  issue  ])efore  the  Department,  the 
attorneys  in  this  case,  on  Septeml)er  13,  IJHX),  filed  with  the  Commij^- 
sioner  of  Pensions  a  request  for  a  readjudication  of  the  claim  and 
allowance  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes.     Their  request  was  refused  on  October  3,  li)lK),  the  refusal 
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being  based  on  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth 
Darling,  mother  of  Franklin  Rickard  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299).  From 
that  action  an  appeal  was  taken  on  October  5,  1900,  the  grounds 
assigned  being — 

1.  Error  of  law  in  holding  that  section  1  of  the  at*t  of  June  27,  1890,  is  applicable 
to  a  claim  filed  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  in  which  all  of  the  condi- 
tioiiH  required  to  give  title  under  said  section  are  fully  established. 

2.  Error  of  fact  in  holding  that  under  the  decision  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  all  claims  of  dependent  parents  filed  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  are  filed  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,-  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  was  held  in  the  Darling  case  (supra)  that  the  first  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  simply  an  amendment  of  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  and  did  not  of  itself  conv"e3'  any  grant  of  pension. 
As  a  corollary  of  that  holding  it  was  further  held  that — 

A  claim,  therefore,  on  behalf  of  dei)endent  parents,  when  filed  subsequent  to  June 
27,  18JK),  is  filed  under  section  4707  as  amended.  Claims  should  l)e  filed  under  the 
granting  act,  which  fixes  the  rate,  and  not  under  supplementary  amendments,  which 
do  not  affect  the  rate.     ( 10  P.  D. ,  346. ) 

Still  more  explicitly  it  was  said,  in  a  later  ruling  in  the  same  case: 

The  phraseology  of  your  inquiry'  would  indicate  that  you  are  of  the  opinion  that  a 
deiK'ndent  parent  could  file  a  claim  subsequent  to  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under 
secti<m  4707,  a.s  it  existed  prior  to  that  date.  Such  I  do  not  conceive  to  be  the  case, 
as  by  the  very  terms  of  the  amendment  of  June  27,  1890,  to  section  4707,  thep)en8ion 
can  only  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application;  and  so,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  their  pensions,  unless  filed  prior  to 
July  1,  1880,  must  commence  from  date  of  filing  the  application.  There  would, 
therefore,  be  no  period  of  time  for  which  a  dependent  parent  (not  insane)  could 
draw  a  pension  prior  to  filing  an  applit^tion.     *    *    * 

To  state  the  case  jn  another  form:  All  applications  of  dei>endent  parents  filed  since 
June  27,  1890  (except  in  case  of  insane  parents) ,  are  filed  under  section  4707,  as 
amended,  and  there  is  no  authority  for  filing  a  dependent  parent's  claim  subsequent 
to  June  27,  1890,  under  section  4707  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  amendment  of  that 
date,  except  in  the  case  of  insane  parents. 

While  it  is  true  that  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  does  not 
contain  any  express  words  of  grant  or  fix  any  rate  of  pension,  it  can 
not  be  disputed  that  its  effect  was  to  authorize  the  allowance  of  pen- 
sions to  a  large  class  of  persons  who  were  not  entitled  to  them  under 
preexisting  laws.  If  such  persons  are,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of 
said  section,  entitled  to  pensions  which  they  would  not  have  been 
entitled  to  otherwise,  is  it  any  misuse  of  language  to  say  that  pensions 
are  allowed  to  them  '* under"  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890?  If  persons  who  have  no  title  under  section  4707,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, make  application  for  the  benefits  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  do  they  not,  in  effect,  make  application  "under"  said  act? 
The  act  itself  speaks  of  "pensions  allowed  t(^  dependent  parents  under 
thia  act,"  and  provides  that  they  shall  commence  from  the  date  of 
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tiling  "the  application  hereunder/'  It  will  be  ol)Herved,  ako,  that  the 
section  referred  to  does  not,  as  is  unual  with  amendatory  statutes. 
declare  itself  to  l)e  an  amendment.  It  (*ontains  no  refereni*e  whatever 
to  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  view  of  these  facts  it  seems  to  me  that  section  1  of  the  act  of 
flune  27,  18SM),  should  l)e  regarded  not  strictly  as  an  amendment  to  sec- 
tion 4707,  Revised  Statutes,  but  rather  as  additional  legislation  con- 
cerning dependent  parents  of  soldiers  and  sailors. 

Said  section  clearly  contains  no  express  repeal  of  anything  in  section 
4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  there  can  l)e  no  implied  repeal  unh»ss  the 
provisions  of  the  two  sections  are  repugnant,  so  that  lK)th  can  not  stand 
and  be  executed  together.  I  am  unable  to  s(»e  that  there  is  any  repug- 
nance. The  manifest  intent  of  the  act  of  June  27,  181)0,  wsls  not  to 
take  away  any  existing  rights  to  pension,  })ut  to  establish  additional  or 
alternative  rights.  The  opening  of  a  new  and  easier  road  to  pt»nsi<in 
does  not  necessarily  preclude  applicants  from  taking  the  older  and 
more  difficult  route  if  they  conceive  it  to  be  to  their  advantage  to  do  so. 

It  is  conceded  in  the  Darling  decision  (supra)  that  section  47o7,  in 
its  original  form,  is  still  in  force  tis  to  claims  by  or  on  behalf  of  inssine 
})arents.  It  is  also  in  force  as  to  all  claims  of  dependent  parents  filed 
prior  to  June  27,  1890.  If  it  is  in  force  as  to  those  classes  of  parents, 
it  is  in  force  as  to  any  parents  who  may  desire  to  claim  its  In^netits 
and  who  are  able  and  willing  to  comph'  with  its  requirements. 

The  actual  pecuniary  benefits  to  be  obtained  bv  proceeding  under 
said  action  may  be  no  greater  than  would  l)e  secured  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  l8iK) — they  may  even  be  less — nevertheless  the  law  imposes 
no  restriction  upon  the  applicant.  If  he  (or  she)  for  purely  sentimen- 
tal or  fanciful  reasons  prefers  to  make  and  prosecute  the  claim  under 
the  older  law,  he  has  an  undoubted  right  to  do  so.  In  the  (rase  of  a 
soldier  or  9  widow  applicant  this  right  is  not  questioned.  Why  should 
it  be  in  the  case  of  a  dependent  parent  i  It  is  by  no  means  certain  that 
the  establishment  of  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  old  law  rather  than 
under  those  of  the  new  may  not  at  some  time  result  in  pecuniaiy 
benefit  to  the  claimant.  Such  would  be  the  effect,  for  instance,  if  the 
limitation  upon  the  arrears  act  of  March  :^,  1879,  should  be  rep<>aled. 
But  even  if  no  substantial  benefit  could  ever  accrue,  I  find  no  authority 
for  coercing  the  choice  of  a  claimant  to  whom  the  law  permit4s  alterna- 
tive courses  of  action. 

It  api^ears  from  the  papcM's  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  that 
the  application  of  the  claimant  was  in  the  form  prescribed  for  an  appli- 
cation by  a  mother  undei*  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  IievijH>d 
Statutes.  It  further  appears  that  she  was  called  upon  to  furnish  evi- 
dence of  her  dept*ndence  uiX)n  the  soldier  at  the  date  of  his  death  and 
of  his  contributions  towaid  hei'  support,  as  required  by  said  section, 
and  that  she  furnished  such  evidence.     In  other  words,  the  papei-s  show 
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that  the  claim  purported  to  l)e  one  under  the  law  as  it  existed  prior  to 
June  27,  1890,  and  was  so  treated  by  your  Bureau  up  to  the  point  of 
adjudication,  but  is  held  to  have  l)een  adjudicated  under  the  provisions 
of  the  old  law  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  It  does  not 
appear  in  what  respect  the  adjudication  would  have  been  different  had 
it  been  made  under  the  old  law  as  unamended,  except  in  the  matter 
of  the  attorneys'  fee. 

For  reasons  heretofore  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  claim 
should  be  regarded  as  having  been  made  and  prosecuted  wholly  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  as  unaffected  by 
anj^thing  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  ISIH).  If  necessary,  a  readju- 
dication  should  be  made  and  a  new  certilitmte  issued.  So  much  of  the 
decisions  in  the  Darling  case  as  denies  the  right  of  a  dependent  parent 
to  file,  subsequent  to  June  27,  1890,  a  claim  under  section  4707  as  it 
existed  prior  to  that  date  is  hereby  overruled. 

It  is  not  intended  that  this  decision  shall  opemte  so  as  to  permit 
claimants  to  be  misled  into  making  claims  detrimental  to  their  inter- 
ests for  the  benefit  of  their  attorneys.  You  are  therefore  respect- 
fully requested,  whenever  an  application  for  a  dependent  parents'  pen- 
sion shall  hereafter  be  filed  which  does  not  specifically  invoke  the 
benefits  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  to  advise  the  claimant  fully,  before 
calling  for  evidence,  as  to  his  or  her  rights  and  privileges  under  both 
laws,  with  particular  reference  to  the  rate  and  commencement  of  the 
pension,  if  allowed,  the  proof  required,  and  the  fee  which  may  be 
demanded  by  the  attorney.  Such  applicant  should  then  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  elect  under  which  law  the  application  shall  be  prose- 
cuted. The  same  rule  may  be  followed  in  regard  to  pending  applica- 
tions filed  since  June  27,  1890,  in  which  the  claimant's  right  to  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Stotutes,  has  not  been 
established. 

C;0>1MEXC:KMEXT— SECTIONS    iiao  and  4713,  revised  STATI'TES. 

William  McClain. 

Tiiiler  the  provimonsof  section  47L3,  Rev iwnl  Statute  ,  pension,  if  allowed,  could  oidy 
comnience  fn)ni  date  of  tiling  the  last  niater.al  evidence  necessary  to  complete 
the  claim. 

AHMf^tfUtt  ^tcretary  F,  Z.   OimphAl  to  the  ConnninxHrner  <>/  Prnxioths, 

Jhcrtnher  S,  1900, 

William  McClain,  of  Company  F,  First  Illinois  Volunteers,  Certiticato 
No.  18190,  Mexican  war  series,  is  pensioned  under  the  acts  of  January 
29, 1887,  and  January  5, 1893,  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month. 

He  filed  his  original  declaration  under  the  general  law  May  5, 1886, 
alleging  dislocation  of  right  wrist    in  1848.     July  25, 1898,  he  tiled 
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another  declanition  alloj^in^  injury  to  wrist,  arm,  and  hand,  diarrhea, 
disease  of  digestive  or^^ans  and  reetuni,  and  rheumatism.  The  elaim 
was  rejected  August  5,  IHW^  on  the  ground  of  no  record  or  other  ijat- 
isfuetory  evidence  showing  origin  in  service  of  injury  to  right  wrist. 
arm,  and  hand,  diarrhea,  disease  of  digestive  organs  and  rectum,  and 
rheumatism,  and  no  medical  or  other  satisfactory  evidence  showinir 
existence  at  discharge  or  for  a  long  time  thereafter, and  claimants 
inability  to  furnish  the  necessar}'  evidence  to  establish  the  case. 

From  this  action  the  recognized  attorney  appealed  September  \K 
1899,  contending  that  the  same  is  unjust,  the  evidence  showing  that 
the  disabilities  alleged  were  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  claimant  wa- 
enrolled  iMa}^  4,  1847,  and  was  mustered  out  Octoljer  18,  1S48.  No 
evidence  of  alleged  disabilities. 

The  returns  for  May,  1848,  show  captain,  second  lieutenant,  rf  ^or- 
geants,  and  14  privates  absent  on  an  expedition  against  the  Navajo 
Indians.     The  claimant  is  not  shown  absent  at  this  time. 

Charles  P.  Holden  and  David  A.  McCullv,  comrades,  testifv  in  pn  - 

•  *  I 

pared  athdavits  filed  May  5,  18S9,  that  they  were  informed  that  tlu-      | 

claimant  was  thrown  from  a  mule  while  on  a  scout. 

In  a  subsequent  affidavit,  also  prepared  for  the  occasion,  filed  April 
4,  1899,  McCuUy  testified  that  the  claimant  also  contracted  diarrhea 
while  in  the  service.     In  reply  to  a  Bureau  letter  for  particulars  of  the      , 
alleged  injury  of  ami,  he  stated  that  he  did  not  see  the  injured  arm  and      | 
can  not  state  the  nature  of  the  injury. 

Jesse  Warren,  comrade,  also  testified  in  prepared  affidavits  filed  Fo^>- 
ruary  21,  18S9,  and  September  14,  1898,  that  claimant  sustained  an 
injury  to  his  arm  by  being  thrown  from  a  mule. 

This  testimony,  filed  half  a  century  after  discharge,  Ls  not  of  a  char- 
acter that  would  warrant  the  presumption  that  the  alleged  injury  to 
right  arm  was  received  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  or  that  tlio 
alleged  diarrhea,  disease  of  digestive  organs  and  rectum,  and  rheuma- 
tism originated  in  the  service. 

This  claim  come^  under  the  provisions  of  section  4730,  Revised  Stat- 
utes United  States,  granting  pensions  to  the  soldiers  of  the  Regular  or 
Volunteer  Army  of  the  United  States  who  served  in  the  war  with 
Mexico. 

The  date  of  commencement  of  pension  in  this  class  of  claims  is  gov- 
erned by  section  4713,  Revised  Statutes  United  States,  which  reads  as 
follows: 

In  all  cases  in  which  the  cause  of  disability  or  death  origmated  in  the  serviir 
prior  to  the  fourth  day  of  March,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-one,  and  an  applica- 
tion for  jwnsion  .shall  not  have  been  filed  within  three  years  from  the  discha^re  or 
death  of  the  person  on  whose  account  the  claim  is  made,  or  within  three  year^oi 
the  termination  of  a  ix'nsion  previously  granted  on  account  of  the  service  and  death 
of  the  same  person,  the  iK'nsion  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  by  the  p&rty 
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proflecating  the  claim  the  last  paper  requisite  to  eBtablish  the  same.  But  no  claim 
allowed  prior  to  the  sixth  day  of  June,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-six,  shall  be 
affected  by  anything  herein  contained. 

Hence,  even  if  pension  were  allowed  in  this  case,  it  could  only  com- 
mence from  date  of  filing  the  last  material  evidence  necessary  to  com- 
plete the  claim. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  aft^r  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  in 
this  case,  that  the  Bureau  action  of  rejecting  the  claim  on  the  grounds 
stated  wajs  projier,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 


SEBVICE-ACT  JUIiT  87,  188»-SABnOC  INBIAN  WAB. 

R.  G.  English. 

The  Sabine  Indian  war  not  being  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27,  1892, 
the  soldiers  who  served  therein  are  not  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act. 

Aa^istant  Secretary  F.  Z.  CkmvpbeUj  to  the  Coinmissioner  of  Penafxms^ 

December  17^  1900. 

B.  G.  English  filed  on  March  29,  1895,  an  application  for  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  alleging,  as  the  basis 
of  such  application,  service  in  Captain  Walker's  company  of  Oldham 
Grays,  Hunt's  Kegiment  Kentucky  Volunteers,  in  the  Sabine  Indian 
war.  His  application  was  rejected  in  May,  1896,  on  the  ground  that 
his  service  was  not  in  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27, 
1892.  He  was  granted  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  by  a  special  act  of 
Congress  approved  April  11,  1898.  He  appealed  on  October  3,  1898, 
from  the  rejection  of  his  claim  under  the  general  act  of  July  27,  1892, 
his  contention  being  that  said  act  was  intended  to  pension  the  survivors 
of  all  Indian  wars  between  the  years  1832  and  1842;  that  the  naming 
therein  of  certain  wars  was  not  a  limitation  of  its  provisions  to  the 
survivors  of  the  wars  specifically  named;  that  the  Seminole  war 
named  in  said  act  did  not  occur  between  the  dates  mentioned,  and  the 
survivors  of  that  war  are  therefore  not  pensionable  under  the  afore- 
said act;  and  that  it  is  clear  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  word 
"  Seminole"  as  it  occurs  in  said  law  was  a  clerical  error  and  evidently 
the  word  "  Sabine"  was  intended. 

The  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  reports,  under  date  of  May  2, 
1895,  that  the  muster  roll  of  Capt.  John  E.  Walker's  company  of  Ken 
tucky  Volunteera  shows  that  R.  G.  English  was  enrolled  as  a  sergeant 
August  17,  1836,  and  discharged  September  18,  1836,  and  that  he  was 
paid  for  one  month  under  section  3,  act  of  March  1, 1837,  but  received 
no  travel  pay. 

A  report  from  the  Record  and  Pension  Office  of  the  War  Department, 
dated  April  10,  1896,  states  that  Captain  Walker's  company  of  Ken- 
tucky Mounted  Gunmen,  in  service  from  August  17,  1836,  to  Scptem- 
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ber  18,  1836,  was  called  out  for  the  protection  of  the  Sabine  frontier 
(1836)  under  authority  of  General  Gaines,  approved  by  the  War 
Department. 

The  act  of  July  27,  1892,  is  entitled  ''An  act  granting  pensions  to 
the  survivors  of  the  Indian  wars  of  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-two 
to  eighteen  hundred  and  forty-two,  inclusive,  known  as  the  Black 
Hawk  war,  Creek  war,  Cherokee  disturbances,  and  the  Seminole  war." 

The  enacting  clause  reads  as  follows: 

Be  it  ejiacUdj  etc.j  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  author- 
ized and  directed  to  place  on  the  pension  roll  the  names  of  the  surviving  officers  and 
enlisted  men,  including  marines,  militia,  and  volunteers  of  the  military  and  na\iil 
service  of  the  United  States,  who  served  for  thirty  days  in  the  Black  Hawk  war,  the 
Creek  war,  the  Cherokee  disturbances,  or  the  Florida  war  with  the  Seminole  Indiana, 
embracing  a  period  from  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-two  to  eighteen  hundred  and 
forty-two,  inclusive,  and  were  honorably  discharged,  and  such  other  officers,  soldier?, 
and  sailors  as  may  have  been  personally  named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress,  for 
any  specific  service  in  said  Indian  wars,  although  their  term  of  service  may  have 
been  less  than  thirty  days. 

The  act  confers  upon  the  Department  no  authority  to  pension  the 
soldiers  of  any  war  except  those  therein  named — the  Black  Hawk 
war,  the  Creek  war,  the  Cherokee  disturbances,  and  the  Florida  war 
with  the  Seminole  Indians.  The  designation  of  the  period  within 
which  said  wars  occurred  can  not  be  regarded  as  giving  the  act  a  wider 
scope,  or  as  manifesting  an  intent  to  include  all  wars  which  occurred 
during  that  period,  its  evident  purpose  being  rather  to  denote  more 
clearly  the  particular  wars  meant,  inasmuch  as  there  had  been  more 
than  one  war  with  the  Creek  Indians,  and  also  with  the  Seminole 
Indians  of  Florida. 

The  appellant  says  the  Seminole  war  did  not  occur  between  1832  and 
1842.  There  was  a  Seminole  Indian  war  in  1817-18,  but  there  was 
also  one  between  the  years  1835  and  1842,  and  it  is  the  latter  to  which 
the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  refers. .  The  argument  that  the  word  "Semi- 
nole" was  inadvertently  used  in  said  act  for  the  word  ^'Sabine"  is, 
therefore,  without  any  foundation. 

It  can  not  be  assumed  that  because  Congress  saw  fit  to  pension  the 
survivors  of  certain  wars  which  occurred  between  1832  and  1842  it 
intended  to  pension  the  survivors  of  all  wars  which  occurred  between 
those  dates.  There  is  no  apparent  reason  why  the  participants  in  wars 
occurring  during  that  period  of  time  should  be  favored  above  the  par- 
ticipants in  wars  occurring  during  any  other  period.  It  is  reasonable 
to  suppose,  therefore,  that  some  other  consideration  than  the  time  at 
which  the  wars  occurred  determined  the  action  of  Congress  in  pen- 
sioning the  survivors  of  the  wars  named.  It  is  probable  that  the 
Sa])ine  disturbance  was  not  regarded  as  of  sufficient  magnitude  or 
importance  to  warrant  its  inclusion.  However  that  may  have  been,  it 
was  not  included  either  by  express  w^ords  or  by  necessary  implication. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed.  ^,y,u....y  ^^^..^ 
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I>ISABLLITY-ACT  JUNE  87,  180O-AGB. 

J.  Louis  Well. 

The  fact  that  a  claimant  has  attained  the  age  of  65  years  does  not  entitle  him  to 
pension,  per  se,  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  his 
mental  or  physical  condition,  and  such  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the 
case  of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68) ;  but  the  evidence  in  this  case  disclosing 
the  fact  that  claimant  is  by  trade  a  pattern  maker,  and  that  by  reason  of  age, 
disease  of  heart,  limitation  of  motion  in  knee  and  shoulder,  enlai^ged  veins  of  leg, 
and  stiffness  and  limitation  and  atrophy  of  hand  he  is  unable  to  follow  said 
occupation,  the  action  rejecting  his  claim  was  error,  and  is  reversed.  (Charles 
Stone,  8  P.  D.,  477,  and  William  Featherly,  9  P.  D.,  106.) 

Ass^istant  Secreia/ry  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

December  29^  1900. 

J.  Louis  Will,  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  seventy-first  Ohio 
Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  claim  July  28,  1892,  No.  1039255,  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  as  disabling  caases  malarial  trouble 
and  piles.  The  claim  was  rejected  April  20,  1892,  on  the  ground  of 
no  ratable  disability.  He  filed  another  claim  January  16,  1897,  alleg- 
ing malarial  poisoning,  disease  of  heart,  piles,  disease  of  rectum,  and 
disability  of  left  hand  and  rheumatism  as  disabling  causes.  This  claim 
was  rejected  April  1,  1898,  also  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable  disability 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  claimant  was  not  65  years  of 
age  at  date  of  filing  either  declaration. 

From  this  action  the  recognized  attorney  appealed  October  5,  1898, 
contending  that  a  pension  should  have  been  granted  to  this  claimant 
from  the  date  of  his  becoming  65  years  of  age  (June  27,  1897). 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  of  August  4,  1897,  upon 
which  the  last  action  was  based,  shows  the  following  condition: 

Pulse  rate,  88;  respiration,  19;  temperature,  98.6;  height,  5  feet  8  inches;  weight, 
160  pounds;  age,  65  years.  His  tongue  is  heavily  coateil  all  over  and  has  numerous 
short,  superficial  fissures.  Hts  state  of  nutrition  is  fair.  His  liver,  spleen,  and  other 
abdominal  viscera  are  normal.  His  heart's  action  is  rapid  and  weak  with  an  occa- 
sional irregular  intermisBion  with  an  upheaval.  Impulse  diminished,  no  valvular  mur- 
murs, area  of  dullness  and  location  of  apex  beat  normal.  His  right  knee  measures  3 
inches  more  than  the  left,  is  swollen  and  very  tender;  motion  limited  one-half.  The 
left  shoulder  is  tender,  measures  1  inch  more  than  right;  motion  is  limited  alxjut  one- 
fourth.  He  has  a  few  enlarged  veins  on  both  legs,  not  giving  any  troul)le.  All 
other  joints  and  tendons  normal  at  this  time  (except  left  hand).  His  anus  and  re<v 
turn  are  normal  at  this  time.  The  first,  middle,  and  ring  fingers  of  left  hand  can  be 
flexed  only  to  within  1  inch  of  palm;  the  thumb,  within  1  inch;  little  finger  nor- 
mal. The  flexor  tendons  are  stiff  and  have  adhesions  to  prevent  normal  action. 
The  muscles  of  the  hand  are  soft  and  atrophied.     The  grasp  of  the  hand  is  weak. 

George  Kress  and  George  Adler,  fellow-workmen,  testify  in  affida- 
vits filed  January  16,  1897,  that  the  claimant  is  a  pattern  maker  in 
safes  and  locks  by  trade,  and  that  for  the  past  two  years  he  has  not 
worked,  as  he  is  getting  old  and  crippled  up  with  ailm^nj^^  ^OOqIc 
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Dr.  T.  H.  Phillips,  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  the  Bureau  July  28,  1892, 
testified  that  claimant  came  to  him  September  7,  1878,  suffering  with 
inflammation  of  loft  hand,  which  resulted  in  suppuration  of  both  the 
back  and  palm  of  the  hand;  that  the  inflammation  was  so  extensive 
that  adhesions  took  place,  and  that  the  hand  is  crippled  and  claimant 
is  unable  to  close  it  more  than  one-half. 

The  medical,  referee  in  his  report  of  October  6,  1900,  states: 

A  careful  review  of  the  evidence  presented  by  the  claimant  and  the  certificates  of 
examination  in  the  case  fails  to  show  the  existence  of  a  permanent  disability  in  a 
degree  to  materially  impair  his  ability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor,  and  does 
not  warrant  the  allowance  of  the  minimum  rate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

There  is  no  authority  in  law  or  practice  for  the  allowance  of  pension  for  senility 
from  the  date  a  claimant  becomes  65  years  of  age,  but  if  he  had  attained  that  age 
prior  to  the  date  of  filing  his  claim  the  minunum  rate  could  be  allowed  from  the 
latter  date.  As  no  special  indications  of  senility  are  shown  in  this  case,  and  as  there 
is  no  date  from  which  pension  could  have  been  commenced  after  he  attained  the  age 
of  65  years,  there  was  no  warrant  for  the  allowance  of  a  rate  for  senility. 

The  last  declaration  was  filed  January  16,  1897,  and  the  claimant 
became  65  years  of  age  June  27,  1897. 

The  appeal  seems  to  proceed  on  the  theory  that  the  claimant  having 
attained  the  age  of  65  years  is  entitled  to  pension,  per  se,  under  3e<;- 
tion  2,  act  of  June  27, 1890,  regardless  as  to  what  his  mental  or  phys- 
ical condition  may  bfe;  and  there  appears  to  be  a  general  tendency  on 
part  of  claimants  and  attorneys  to  take  it  for  granted  that  this  theory 
is  conclusive.  Such,  however,  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the  case 
of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68),  in  which  the  age  rule  was  laid  down. 

In  discussing  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  allowing  age  to 
enter  as  a  factor  to  show  inability  to  earn  a  support  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  the  Frank  case, 
Assistant  Secretary  Davis  said: 

*  *  *  Age  alone  is  a  more  or  less  uncertain  basis  for  determining  title;  some 
men  are  senile  at  50,  while  others  are  comparatively  vigorous  at  a  later  age. 

I  therefore  hold  that  unless  the  evidence  and  medical  examinations  disclose  an 
unusual  vigor  and  activity  for  the  {)erformance  of  manual  labor  (the  base  of  title 
under  the  statute) ,  a  claimant  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  who  has 
attained  the  age  of  65  years,  should  be  deemed  entitled  to  at  least  the  minimum  rate 
of  pension  provided  by  that  act. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  claimant  is  66  years  of  age.  He  was  found 
to  be  suffering,  at  least  in  a  mild  degree,  from  chronic  cystitis,  enlarged  prostate, 
rheumatism,  defective  eyesight  (arcus  senilis,  due  alone  to  effects  of  age) ,  and  lum- 
bago. 

The  holding  therein  was  evidently  based  upon  the  generous,  if  not 
gratuitous,  supposition  that  a  man  having  attained  the  age  of  65  years 
is  ordinarily  so  incapacitated  by  reason  of  senility  as  to  interfere  with 
his  earning  a  support  to  an  appreciable  extent. 

However,  in  meeting  the  issue  raised  by  the  attorney  the  question 
as  to  the  correctness  of  the  principle  involved  in  the  Frank  case  need 
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not  be  discussed,  as  the  claimant  was  not  65  years  of  age  at  the  time 
of  filing  his  application;  and  as  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  must  be  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  claim, 
there  is  no  date  from  which  pension  could  be  made  to  commence  on 
account  of  age. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  shows  the  right  knee  swollen 
and  tender,  and  measuring  3  inches  larger  than  the  left,  indicating  an 
inflamed  condition  of  the  knee,  which  is  limited  in  motion  one-half. 
The  thumb,  first,  middle,  and  ring  fingers  of  left  hand  can  be  flexed 
only  to  within  1  inch  of  the  palm,  and  the  left  shoulder  is  tender, 
measures  1  inch  more  than  the  right  and  motion  is  limited  one-fourth. 
There  are  also  some  large  veins  on  both  legs. 

These  disabilities  would  necessarily  interfere  with  and  diminish  con- 
siderably the  claimant's  ability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor 
within  the  measuring  of  the  terms  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  the  case  of  William  Featherly  (9  P.  D.,  106)  the  Department  held 
that— 

The  claimant  is  by  trade  a  stone  maflon,  the  condition  of  his  hand  being  such  as  to 
prevent  his  working  at  his  trade,  and  being  too  old  to  learn  another  it  is  held  that  he 
has  a  pensionable  status  nnder  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  (Reaffirming  departmental 
decision  in  the  case  of  Charles  Stone,  8  P.  D.,  477. ) 

Upon  full  and  careful  consideration  of  the  case  in  hand  1  am  of  the 
opinion  that  a  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor 
has  been  shown  to  exist  from  all  causes  described  that  entitles  the 
claimant  to  pension  under  section  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  therefore  reversed  and  the  papers  in 
the  case  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication  of  this  claim,  allow- 
ing pension  from  the  date  of  filing  the  last  declaration  January  16, 1897. 


MARBIAGi:  OF  COIX>REI>  PERSONS-SECTION  4705,  REVISED  STATUTES- 
EVIDENCE. 

LuciNDA  Harris  (alleged  widow). 

A  claimant  who  rehes  upon  the  rule  of  evidence  provided  in  section  4705,  Revised 
Statutes,  must  show,  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  date  of  enlist- 
ment, when  the  latter  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherwise,  that  she  lived  with 
him  up  to  the  date  of  death. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commwsioner  of  Pensi(ms^ 

Jarmary  5,  1901, 

Richard  Harris,  colored,  formerly  a  slave  in  the  State  of  Mississippi, 
enlisted  at  Natchez  in  said  State,  on  October  19,  1864,  in  Company  B, 
Twenty-eighth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  which  organization 
he  was  honorably  discharged  on  March  15, 1866.  It  also  appears  that 
while  a  slave,  prior  to  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  he  was  in  said  State 

Digitized  uy  ■ — ^^^  v._^ 


182  DECISIONS   EELATINa   TO   PENSIONS. 

joined  in  marriage  to  one  Lucinda,  also  a  slave,  according  to  slave  cus- 
tom, by  a  ceremony  deemed  by  them  to  be  obligatory,  and  that  they 
habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  so  regarded 
by  their  neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  his 
enlistment.  It  also  appears  that  the  said  soldier  has  never  been  seen 
or  heard  from  since  the  date  of  his  discharge,  and  no  intelligence  of 
of  his  existence  has  been  received. 

On  July  19,  1890,  Lucinda  Harris,  applied  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  claim  was  rejected  on 
November  29,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  slave  marriages  are  not 
regarded  as  having  established  a  valid  relation  by  the  Bureau  of  Pen- 
sions, and  upon  the  further  ground  that  the  soldier  did  not  return  to 
the  claimant  subsequent  to  his  discharge. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  December  28,  1898,  based 
upon  the  provisions  of  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of 
March  13,  1896. 

There  are  two  essential  conditions  mentioned  in  said  section  relating 
to  the  validity  of  a  slave  marriage  as  it  is  therein  recognized  for  pen- 
sionable purposes,  which  are  set  forth  in  the  following  language: 
"And  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlistmeiit,  when  such 
soldier  or  sailor  died  in  the  sei'vicc,  or,  if  otherwise,  to  date  of  death.'' 
It  will  be  observed  that  neither  of  those  conditions  is  present  in  the 
case  at  bar.  The  soldier  did  not  die  in  the  service,  nor  did  he  and  the 
claimant  live  together  as  man  and  wife  from  the  termination  of  his 
military  service  up  "to  date  of  death."  Congress  seems  to  have 
intended  that  proof  of  a  marriage  ceremony  alone  should  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  create  the  pensionable  status  contemplated  in  said  section, 
but  that  one  of  the  above-enumerated  conditions  should  constitute  an 
essential  element  in  the  marital  relations  therein  described.  Neither 
of  these  conditions  being  present  in  the  case  now  pending,  the  claim 
was  properly  rejected  on  that  ground. 

The  claimant  invokes  the  benefit  of  the  rule  of  evidence  provided 
in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  pointing  out  the  fact  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  that  no  intelligence  of  the  soldier's  existence  has  been 
received  since  the  termination  of  his  military  service  in  1866.  This 
evidence,  it  is  contended,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  above  men- 
tioned, constitutes  sufficient  proof  of  death.  Under  the  peculiar  facts 
in  this  case  said  act  of  March  13,  1896,  can  not  avail  the  claimant,  foi 
the  reason  that  positive  proof  of  the  death  of  the  soldier  subsequent 
to  his  military  service  would  not  establish  the  claim.  The  claimant 
did  not  live  with  soldier  from  the  time  of  his  discharge  to  the  date  of 
his  death,  hence  one  essential  element  in  her  pensionable  status  is 
wanting. 

The  action  of  rejection  seems  to  have  been  proper  and  the  same  is 
hereby  affirmed. 
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SEBVICE-COMMISSIONEK  OF  BOARD  OF  ENHOI^MENT. 

Lucius  De  Witt  Morse. 

This  appellant's  service  was  rendered  as  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enrollment 
of  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  lie  filed  an  appli- 
cation for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law  on  account  of 
disease  allied  to  have  been  contracted  during  said  service;  and  also  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  on  accoimt  of  said  service. 

Heldj  That  there  i^  no  provision  of  law  granting  pension  for  disease  contracted  while 
serving  as  commissioner  of  board  of  enrollment,  and  that  such  service  is  not  a 
pensionable  service  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  5,  1901, 

Lucius  De  Witt  Morse,  late  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enroll- 
ment for  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri, 
filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  September  8,  1887,  an  application  for 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law,  based  on 
dysentery  and  resulting  chronic  diarrhea,  disease  of  intestines,  and 
general  debility,  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during 
his  service  as  such  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enrollment,  which 
was  rejected  on  February  7,  1889,  upon  the  ground  that  thei-e  was  no 
provision  of  law  providing  a  pension  for  disease  contracted  during 
service  as  such  enrolling  officer. 

On  August  26,  1890,  he  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging 
a  service  of  ninety  days  and  more  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as 
commissioner  of  board  of  enrollment,  as  aforesaid,  an  honorable  dis- 
charge from  said  service,  and  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor  from  chronic  diarrhea,  debility,  and  disease  of  urinary  organs, 
which  was  also  rejected  on  June  6,  1891,  upon  the  ground  that  his 
service  as  such  conmiissioner  of  board  of  enrollment  was  not  a  pen- 
sionable service  under  the  provisions  of  said  section. 

From  the  rejection  of  both  of  said  applications  for  pension,  as  afore- 
said, the  present  appeal  was  taken  on  October  13,  1898. 

The  only  service  originally  alleged  by  the  appellant  to  have  been 
rendered  by  him,  and  shown  by  the  record  evidence  filed  in  the  case, 
was  as  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enrollment  for  the  Second 
Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  from  June  2, 1863,  to 
May  5,  1865. 

The  only  provision  of  law  providing  a  pension  for  enrolling  officers, 
such  as  the  appellant,  is  contained  in  the  fifth  subdivision  of  section 
4693,  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  that  any  provost-marshal, 
deputy  provost-marshal,  or  enrolling  officer  disabled  by  reason  of  any 

.,,... .,  ^oogle 


184  Dsoiaiovs  ssLATixra  to  psNaiom. 

wound  or  injury  received  in  the  discbarge  of  his  duty  may  be  pen- 
sioned therefor. 

No  provision  whatever  is  made  by  any  law  for  granting  a  pension 
to  such  officers  on  account  of  disability  resulting  from  disease  con- 
tracted during  such  service,  and  it  has  uniformly  been  held  that  dis- 
ability resulting  from  disease  contracted  under  such  circumstances 
was  not  pensionable  under  the  pension  laws. 

It  has  repeatedly  been  held  by  this  Department  that  service  as  a 
provost-marshal,  deputy  provost-marshal,  or  enrolling  officer  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion  is  not  such  military  service  as  is  contemplated 
by  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890; 
such  persons,  having  been  employed  and  having  served  in  the  civil 
branch  of  the  service,  are  not  included  within  the  terms  of  said  section 
and  are  not  pensionable  thereunder.  See  decisions  in  the  cases  of 
Andrew  J.  Shannon  (7  P.  D.,  64),  and  James  M.  Barnes  (8  P.  D.,  94), 
and  the  decisions  therein  cited,  wherein  this  subject  is  so  fully  and 
exhaustively  discussed  and  considered  as  to  require  no  further  eluci- 
dation or  comment  at  this  time. 

In  the  present  appeal,  this  appellant,  for  the  first  time,  asserts  that 
he  also  served  for  a  time  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as  surgeon  of 
the  First  Regiment  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  and  files  with  the 
appeal  a  commission  from  the  provisional  governor  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  dated  June  3,  1863,  appointing  him  surgeon  of  said  regi- 
ment. There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  on  file  in  this  case  showing  that 
the  appellant  ever  served  in  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  as  alleged, 
but  even  if  there  was  it  would  not  benefit  him  or  improve  his  pension- 
able status  under  the  law  in  the  least,  since  the  First  Regiment  of  the 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  was  a  military  organization  in  the  exclusive 
service  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  was  never  at  any  time  in  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  service  therein,  or  disability 
incurred  in  such  service,  would  confer  no  i)ensionable  status  or  title  to 
pension  whatever  upon  the  appellant  under  the  provisions  of  any 
existing  law. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  rejection  of  the  appellant's  applications 
for  pension  upon  the  grounds  respectively  stated  was  clearly  without 
error,  and  said  action  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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DISABrLITT— PATHOIiOGICAX.  SEQUENCE— MYOPIA. 

Adolph  Becker. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination,  made  mider  appellant's  claim  for  increase, 
shows  that  his  loss  of  vision  in  both  eyes  is  due  to  intraocular  changes  caused  by 
a  high  degree  of  myopia,  which  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  his  military  service. 

Action  affirmed. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  6,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Adolph  Becker,  late  captain  Company  G,  Twentieth 
New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  pensioned  by  certificate  No.  447326 
at  $20  (total  of  rank)  a  month,  under  the  general  law  for  partial  loss 
of  vision. 

His  application  for  increase,  filed  June  17, 1899,  in  which  he  alleged 
entire  loss  of  vision,  was  rejected  on  April  18,  1900,  for  the  reason 
that  the  present  condition  of  his  eyes,  including  total  blindness,  is  due 
to  excessive  myopia  not  attributable  to  the  service. 

The  attorney  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action  on  April 
25,  1900,  and  alleged  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  erroneous, 
because  while  in  the  service  he  had  incurred  disease  of  his  eyes, 
which  had  caused  the  partial  loss  of  vision  for  which  he  is  pensioned, 
and  that  disease  had  progressed  until  total  blindness  had  ensued.. 

The  appellant  applied  for  a  pension  on  March  8,  1889,  and  alleged 
that  while  he  was  captain  of  Company  G,  Twentieth  New  York  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  he  became  disabled  by  partial  loss  of  sight  of  both 
eyes,  about  June  30, 1862.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show 
that  he  was  mustered  in  as  captain  of  said  company  on  July  6,  1861, 
and  was  mustered  out  with  his  company  on  June  1,  1863,  and  that  he 
was  not  reported  as  sick  during  that  term  of  service.  He  entered  the 
service  again  on  May  4,  1864,  as  captain  of  Companj'^  D,  Forty  sixth 
New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  promoted  to  the  lieutenant- 
c<>lonelcy  of  said  regiment  on  December  5,  1864,  and  was  mustered 
out  on  July  28,  1866.  During  this  last  term  of  service  he  is  not 
reported  as  sick,  except  that  when  he  had  overstayed  his  leave  of 
absence  in  January,  1865,  he  furnished  the  certificate  of  a  civil  sur- 
geon, in  which  it  was  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  return  to  his  com- 
mand because  of  *'oorumation(?)  of  his  breast." 

The  claim  was  originally  allowed  on  the  testimony  of  Hermann 
Bennecke,  late  captain  of  Company  F,  Twentieth  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  Rudolph  Bentler,  late  first  lieutenant,  Company  G,  of 
same  regiment,  who  testified  that  appellant's  vision  was  good  when  he 
entered  the  service  in  1861,  and  that  about  June  or  July,  1862,  he 
began  to  complain  of  pain  in  his  eyes  and  impainnent  of  vision.  The 
affidavit  of  George  W.  Travers,  lieutenant-colonel  of  the  Forty -sixth 
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New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  also  furnished,  who  testified  that 
he  saw  the  appellant  during  his  first  service  in  the  Twentieth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  who  told  him  in  the  winter  of  1862-63  that 
his  vision  was  impaired  on  account  of  the  hardships  he  had  undergone 
during  the  seven  days'  fight  in  June  and  July,  1862.  The  evidence  of 
the  surgeon  of  the  Forty-sixth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry  was  also 
filed,  who  stated  that  the  appellant  cx>mplained  of  impaired  vision 
during  his  service  in  that  regiment. 

The  first  medical  evidence  of  treatment  after  discharge  was  filed  in 
March,  1891,  in  which  the  physician  stated  that  he  had  been  appellant's 
neighbor  and  family  physician  for  the  past  ten  years,  during  which 
time  he  had  treated  him  for  disease  of  the  heart  of  a  grave  character, 
but  did  not  mention  disease  of  eyes. 

The  next  medical  evidence  filed  was  that  of  Dr.  Charles  J.  Kipp,  who 
stated  that  the  appellant  had  consulted  him  on  April  4,  1887,  and  that 
he  had  found  on  examination  that  the  left  eye  was  practically  blind 
from  sclero  choroiditis  posterior;  that  the  refraction  of  the  eye  was 
highly  myopic,  and  vision  so  much  reduced  that  he  could  count  fingers 
only  at  10  feet;  that  the  right  eye  was  also  myopic  (M.  4,  5,  D.)  and 
its  sight  somewhat  impaired;  that  he  was  unable  to  use  his  eyes  for 
any  length  of  time  without  causing  pain,  and  was  therefore  unable  to 
pursue  his  profession  of  a  teacher  for  many  hours  consecutively. 

When  the  officer  was  first  examined,  on  July  3,  1889,  the  board 
reported  that  there  was  dense  sclerosity  of  the  choroid  in  left  and  in 
lesser  degree  in  the  right  eye;  that  vision  was  nil  per  Snellen-s  test 
types  unaided  by  glasses;  with  glasses  vision  in  right  eye  was  20  40, 
nil  in  left  eye.  With  the  left  eyQ  he  could  distinguish  light,  but  no 
objects;  with  right  eye  objects  could  be  seen,  but  not  clearly  defined. 

The  rate  of  pension  was  determined  from  this  certificate,  and  a  pen- 
sion of  $20  per  month  (total  of  rank)  was  allowed,  with  the  statement 
that  ref Inactive  defect  was  excluded  in  rating. 

A  claim  for  increase  filed  March  22,  1890,  was  rejected  on  May  14. 
1891,  with  the  statement  that  impaired  vision  was  principally  due  to 
refractive  error.  The  pensioner  was  examined  under  this  claim  by  an 
oculist,  who  reported  that  there  was  total  blindness  of  the  right  eye, 
caused  by  complete  detachment  of  the  retina;  but  the  external  stnic- 
tures  of  the  eye  were  in  a  normal  condition  and  the  lens  was  trans- 
parent. In  the  left  eye  there  were  no  abnormalities  in  the  external 
structures  or  in  the  lens,  but  there  were  large  floating  opacities  in  the 
vitreous;  the  optic  disk  was  grayish  and  the  choroid  adjoining  it  on  the 
nasal  side  was  atrophic  for  a  space  the  size  of  the  disk,  and  there  were 
also  atrophic  changes  on  the  temporal  periphery  of  the  choroid,  but 
the  retina  was  transparent.  This  eye  was  myopic  (M.  7  D),  and  vis- 
ion with  —  7  D  glass  was  15/100. 

On  June  17, 1899,  the  pensioner  filed  another  application  for  increase. 
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and  alleged  that  total  blindness  had  ensued.  This  claim  was  rejected 
on  April  18,  1900,  with  the  remark  that  the  present  condition  of  eyes, 
including  total  blindness,  was  due  to  excessive  myopia,  not  attributa- 
ble to  service.  This  action  was  taken  after  another  examination  by  a 
specialist,  who  reported  that  the  external  parts  of  both  eyes  are  nor- 
mal; in  the  right  eye  the  cornea  and  aqueous  are  clear,  the  anterior 
chamber  is  deep,  the  pupil  is  larger  than  normal  and  does  not  react, 
the  iris  is  tremulous;  with  oblique  illumination  the  lens  is  of  a  dark 
color,  and  with  the  opthalmoscope  nothing  can  be  seen;  it  is  all  dark. 

In  the  left  eye  the  cornea  and  aqueous  are  clear,  the  anterior  cham- 
ber is  deep,  the  pupil  is  quite  large  and  does  not  react;  it  is  larger  than 
the  left  one;  the  iris  is  very  large  and  tremulous;  the  lens  is  slightly 
opaque;  there  is  a  large  detachment  of  the  retina;  at  the  situation  of 
the  optic  disk  some  very  small  blood  vessels  can  be  seen,  but  the  disk 
is  not  distinguishable;  the  tension  of  both  eyes  is  below  the  normal, 
and  both  are  totally  blind. 

Diagnosis:  Detachment  of  the  retina  and  dislocation  of  the  lens  of 
both  eyes  and  cataract  of  the  left. 

The  pensioner  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action  of  rejection  on  April 
25, 1900,  and  alleged  that  it  was  erroneous,  because  he  had  contracted 
a  disease  of  the  eyes  in  the  service  which  had  prodnced  the  partial  loss 
of  vision  for  which  he  is  pensioned,  which  had  progressed  until  total 
loss  of  vision  had  ensued. 

As  there  was  doubt  relative  to  the  nature  of  the  cause  of  the 
impaired  vision  for  which  the  appellant  is  pensioned,  the  case  was 
returned  to  the  Bureau  for  a  statement  setting  forth  the  nature  of  the 
disease  of  the  eyes  for  which  the  original  rate  was  allowed  and  the 
character  of  the  ocular  disease  which  was  ascribed  to  the  refractive 
error,  and  also  to  state  what  caused  the  intraocular  changes  described 
in  the  certificates  of  examination,  which  have  caused  the  loss  of  vision, 
and  to  give  the  reasons  for  refusing  to  admit  them  as  due  to  appel- 
lant's military  service. 

Under  date  of  July  16,  1900,  the  medical  referee,  in  a  communica- 
tion addressed  to  the  chief  of  the  board  of  review,  made  the  following 
reply  to  these  inquiries: 

When  the  or^rinal  action  was  taken  in  this  case,  in  1889,  the  testimony  showed 
that  claimant's  vision  was  materially  impaired,  hut  the  cau^e  of  same  was  not  stated. 
The  certificate  of  examination,  then  in  the  case,  showed  some  changes  in  the  choroid 
coat  of  the  eyes,  reported  as  "sclerosity'*  (?).  It  also  showed  refractive  error,  but 
failed  to  state  the  nature  of  same.  The  next  examination,  also  made  by  a  board  of 
suiigeons,  was  equally  indefinite,  said  board  ascribing  the  impaired  vision  to  changes 
in  the  lens  of  the  right  eye  and  opacity  of  the  cornea  of  the  left.  A  test  examination 
by  an  eye  expert  was  next  ordered,  and  the  certificate  of  said  examination,  made 
April,  7,  1891,  showed  for  the  first  time  since  filing  the  claim  the  actual  condition  of 
the  eyes.  A  completely  detached  retina  of  the  right  eye  was  shown  to  account  for 
the  Ices  of  sight  of  this  eye,  and  there  were  atrophic  changes  near  the  optic  disk  and 
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at  the  temporal  periphery  of  the  choroid;  with  seven  dioptrics  of  myopia,  to  aoooimt 
for  the  defective  vision  of  the  left  eye.  The  last  examination,  dated  December  7, 
1899,  also  made  by  an  oculist,  corroborates  the  findings  of  the  first  expert.  It  also 
shows  that  the  retina  of  the  left  eye  has  become  detached  and  that  the  lens  of  each 
eye  is  dislocated. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  only  abnormal  conditions  of  the  eye  shown  in  this 
case  since  filing  the  claim  are  atrophic  changes  in  the  choroid,  detachment  of  the 
retina,  and  dislocation  of  the  lens  of  each  eye,  with  cloudiness  of  the  lens  of  the  left 
eye,  all  of  which  conditions,  and  in  the  order  named,  are  not  uncommon  resalts  of  a 
high  degree  of  myopia,  such  as  shown  in  this  case.  It  is  conceded,  however,  that 
there  may  have  been  some  disease  of  the  eyes  due  to  claimant's  military  service 
which  has  become  obscured  or  obliterated  by  the  destructive  changes  due  to  myopia. 

It  is  probable  that  the  rate  originally  allowed  in  this  case  was  for  the  changes  in 
the  choroid  reported  by  the  first  examination,  and  which  were  not  recognized  as 
characteristic  of  myopia  until  the  report  of  the  expert  who  examined  pensioner  in 
1891  was  filed  in  the  case.  This  pensioner  has  been  given  the  benefit  of  all  doubt^ 
and  allowed  to  draw  the  rate  originally  granted,  although  no  abnormal  condition  of 
the  eyes  has  been  shown  since  filing  the  claim,  except  that  due  to  myopia,  which 
can  not  be  accepted,  from  a  medical  standpoint,  as  originating  from  claimanfg 
military  service. 

The  blindness  is  due  to  detached  retina  of  each  eye,  which  is  a  result  of  the  high 
degree  of  myopia. 

It  may  be  proper  to  add  that  myopia  is  usually  due  to  an  elongation  of  the  visual 
axis  of  the  eye,  accompanied  by  stretching  of  the  coats  of  the  eyeball.  The  tendency 
to  such  elongation  is  congenital  and  very  often  inherited.  It  manifests  itself  <ff 
develops  during  adolescence,  shows  a  tendency  to  increase  in  degree  from  time  to 
time  as  a  result  of  eye  strain,  and  high  degrees  of  myopia  are  frequently  accompanied 
by  such  intra  ocular  changes  as  are  shown  to  exist  in  this  case. 

It  does  not  appear,  therefore,  that  any  injustice  has  been  done  this  pensioner.  The 
action  appealed  from  is  adhered  to. 

As  it  Ls  stated  in  this  opinion  that  the  blindness  is  due  to  detached 
retina  of  each  eye,  which  is  a  result  of  the  high  degree  of  myopia, 
which  can  not,  from  a  medical  standpoint,  be  accepted  as  originating 
from  claimant's  military  service,  and  as  some  of  the  original  witnesses 
had  testified  that  appellant's  vision  was  good  when  he  entered  the 
service,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  reversed  on  July  28,  1900,  and 
the  case  was  remanded  for  a  special  examination  to  ascertain  the  con- 
dition of  his  eyes  when  he  entered  the  service. 

The  special  examiner  was  unable  to  find  any  one  who  was  acquainted 
with  the  appellant  before  he  entered  the  service,  owing  to  the  fact  that 
he  had  been  in  this  country  but  a  short  time  before  the  war  began, 
and,  therefore,  took  the  testimony  of  those  only  who  became  acquainted 
with  him  soon  after  he  entered  the  Twentieth  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  which  was  his  first  service. 

Rudolph  Ben  tier,  who  was  second  and  first  lieutenant  in  Company  G, 
of  the  Twentieth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  of  which  the  appellant 
was  captain,  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  he  remembered 
that  appellant  was  nearsighted  before  the  seven-days'  fight,  and  that 
this  condition  existed  in  1861. 
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Max  Weber,  who  was  colonel  of  said  regiment  in  1861,  and  held  that 
position  until  May,  1862,  when  he  was  appointed  brigadier-general, 
testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  he  knew  the  appellant  in  1861, 
before  he  was  appointed  captain,  and  that  he  remembered  that  his  eyes 
were  defective  and  that  he  wore  glasses. 

Henry  E.  Roehr,  who  was  first  sergeant  of  Company  I,  of  the  Twen- 
tieth New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  was  afterwards  appointed 
second  lieutenant  of  Company  G,  of  which  appellant  was  captain,  tes- 
tified that  he  remembered  that  he  used  glasses  from  his  earliest  recol- 
lection of  him  before  he  (the  affiant)  joined  his  company,  and  that  he 
had  no  recollection  that  he  complained  of  any  pain  or  disease  of  eyes 
while  in  service. 

The  appellant  denies  that  he  wore  glasses  in  the  service  or  that  he 
was  shortsighted  until  many  years  after  the  war  had  closed. 

It  has  been  shown  by  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Kipp,  who  is  appellant's 
own  witness,  that  he  had  a  high  degree  of  myopia  in  1887,  when  he 
first  treated  him,  which  statement  has  been  confirmed  by  all  the  special- 
ists who  have  examined  him  since. 

After  considering  the  evidence  obtained  by  the  special  examiner  the 
Bureau  declined  to  recede  from  its  former  action  of  rejection  and 
referred  the  case  to  this  Department,  accompanied  by  another  opinion 
of  the  medical  referee  dated  October  6,  1900,  who,  after  quoting  the 
evidence  obtained  on  special  examination,  states: 

Bnt  his  duties  were  not  such  as  to  require  close  application  of  the  eyes  during  the 
service;  he  had  no  constitutional  disease  which  would  account  for  any  ocular  trouhle; 
he  describes  no  symptoms  of  acute  inflammation  of  the  eyes,  and  the  cause  which  he 
assigns  would  not  involve  any  special  eye  strain.  It  assuredly  was  not  adequate  to 
cause  myopia,  which,  independent  of  those  cases  resulting  from  acute  inflammatory 
lesions,  is  of  insidious  onset  and  slow  growth. 

******* 

It  thus  appears  that  the  testimony  obtained  by  the  special  examiner  is,  on  the 
whole,  adverse.  Only  one  officer  testifies  to  incurrence  at  the  time  alleged,  and  one 
to  a  defect  at  a  later  date;  two  testify  to  the  defect  at  an  earlier  date,  one  of  them  at 
enlistment,  while  another  has  no  knowledge  of  any  defect  at  any  time.  None  of 
them  show  any  acute  inflammatory  trouble  or  external  evidence  of  disease,  except 
Grenend  Weber,  who  states  that  his  eyes  "looked  reddish*'  at  the  time  he  joined  the 
regiment. 

The  appellant  may  have  had  but  a  mild  d^ree  of  myopia  prior  to  his  enlistment — 
perhaps  not  sufficient  to  make  the  use  of  glasses  essential  for  ordinary  work — but  the 
nature  of  the  disability  and  the  evidence  elicited  warrant  the  conclusion  that  it  had 
its  origin  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  Army  and  slowly  increased  until  eventually  total 
blindness  resulted.  The  absence  of  any  evidence  of  general  impairment  of  health  in 
the  service,  of  any  acute  inflammation  of  the  eyes,  and  of  any  other  cause  sufficient 
to  induce  ametropia  in  eyes  that  were  previously  emmetropic,  coupled  with  a  knowl- 
edge that  such  lesions  as  the  appellant's  eyes  present  are,  in  a  very  large  percentage 
of  cases,  due  either  to  inherited  or  congenital  defects,  or  arise  during  the  ])eriod  of 
adolescence  as  a  result  of  eye  stram,  are  deemed  sufficient  grounds  for  adhering  to 
the  adverse  action  in  the  claim  for  increase. 
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This  conclusion  of  the  medical  referee  is  in  accordance  with  the 
opinions  of  the  best  authorities  on  opthalmologv.  The  eye  strain  that 
aggravates  myopia  is  such  as  requires  the  work  to  be  brought  close  to 
the  eyes  and  causes  convergence  of  their  axes;  in  fact,  such  work  as  the 
appellant  pursued  for  many  years  after  he  left  the  service,  when  he 
was  a  bookkeeper,  clerk,  and  teacher. 

Dr.  Edward  Jackson  of  Philadelphia  states  that — 

It  is  universally  recognized  that  prolonged  near  work  favors  the  incurrence  and 
increase  of  myopia.  Such  near  work  causes  physiological  hyperemia,  often  exagge^ 
ated  by  poor  light  or  excessive  minuteness  of  the  objects  looked  at;  faulty  position 
of  the  head,  leading  to  venous  congestion  of  the  eyes;  confinement  indoors  to  a  sed- 
entary occupation,  which  impairs  nutrition;  strain  of  acconunodation;  and  excessive 
convergence  which  sooner  or  later  increasing  myopia  renders  necessary.  When  the 
eye  becomes  myopic  its  elongation  makes  convergence  abnormally  difficult,  and  the 
continued  use  of  the  eye  for  near  work,  because  it  can  not  be  used  for  distinct  distant 
vision,  increases  the  amount  of  convergence  required  of  it. 

See  An  American  Text-book  of  Diseases  of  the  Eyes,  Ear,  Nose,  and 
Throat,  W.  B.  Saunders,  Philadelphia,  1899,  page  220. 

This  increased  pressure  of  the  ocular  muscles  caused  by  the  constant 
attempt  to  sustain  the  convergence  necessary  for  distinct  vision  in- 
creases the  axial  myopia  already  existing  it  may  be  only  in  slight 
degree,  so  that  the  eyeballs  become  still  more  elongated  and  finally 
the  sclera  yields  at  its  weakest  place,  which  is  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
entrance  of  the  optic  nerve  and  posterior  staphyloma  results  and  by 
the  stretching  of  the  coats  of  the  eye  the  retina  becomes  detached 
from  the  choroid  and  the  vision  is  destroyed.  The  reports  of  the 
specialists  show  that  this  has  been  the  cause  of  the  disease  in  this  case, 
as  there  is  a  high  degree  of  myopia  (7  diopters)  and  detachment  of  the 
retina  in  both  eyes. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  of  the  facts  in  this  case  it  is 
believed  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  appellants  right  to 
increase  of  his  rate  of  pension  was  correct  and  in  accordance  with 
the  law  and  the  evidence.  It  appears  that  he  was  given  the  benefit 
of  all  the  doubts  in  his  case  when  it  was  first  allowed  and  that  the 
progress  of  his  disease  would  seem  to  indicate  that  there  is  room  for 
serious  doubt  as  to  whether  he  really  contracted  any  disease  of  the 
eyes  during  his  railitarj'  service. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  aflirmed. 
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I-INE  OF  DUTY— EVIDENCE— INCKEAJ8E—ACCIDENTAX.  WOUND.  ' 

PiNCKNEY  HOPPEE. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does  not 
show  that  the  disabilities  from  pensioned  causes  have  increased.  The  evidence 
on  file  in  the  case  shows  that  the  newly  alleged  disability—gunshot  wound  of 
right  ankle — was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  having  been  caused  by  the  acci- 
dental discharge  of  a  pistol  carried  by  claimant  at  his  own  risk. 

Ass'iMant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commisaioner  of  Pensions^ 

Jarmuiry  5,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Pinckne}'^  Hopper,  late  of  Company  I,  One  hundred 
and  nineteenth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  is  pensioned  by  certificate 
No.  270707,  at  $14  per  month,  for  right  inguinal  hernia  and  rheuma- 
tism. He  applied  for  a  pension  for  hernia  on  October  30,  1879,  and 
on  February  19, 1887,  he  filed  a  claim  on  account  of  disability  due  to 
an  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  the  right  ankle.  On  February  9, 
1891,  he  filed  a  declaration  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  rheu- 
matism. The  claim  for  hernia  was  allowed  in  1884,  to  date  from  dis- 
charge; the  claim  for  gunshot  wound  of  right  ankle  was  rejected  on 
July  18,  1890,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of 
duty,  and  the  claim  for  rheumatism  was  allowed  on  April  12,  1894,  at 
which  time  he  was  allowed  a  rate  of  $4  per  month  for  that  disabilit}^ 
while  the  rate  for  the  hernia  was  increased  to  $10  per  month  from 
December  4,  1891,  under  the  provisions  of  ruling  No.  245. 

On  March  3,  1897,  he  applied  for  increase  of  pension  and  stated  that 
he  was  also  disabled  by  impaired  vision  and  by  a  partial  rupture  on 
the  left  side  as  a  result  of  the  hernia  on  the  opposite  side.  It  does 
not  appear  from  this  application  that  he  definitely  claimed  any  increase 
from  rheumatism. 

This  claim  for  increase  was  rejected  on  December  18,  1898,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  increase  of  disability  from  the  right  inguinal 
hernia  (complete)  and  the  rheumatism  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 
The  board  of  surgeons  failed  to  find  any  disease  of  eye  or  a  hernia  on 
the  left  side,  and  they  were  rejected  for  the  reason  that  no  disability 
had  been  shown  from  those  causes. 

On  September  15,  1899,  the  attorney  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal 
from  the  rejection  of  the  claim  for  increase  of  pension  for  accepted 
disabilities,  and  on  June  11, 1900,  he  filed  an  appeal  from  the  rejection 
of  the  claim  for  the  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  the  right  ankle. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  which  was  made  on  June  7, 
1897,  showed  that  the  pensioner  was  5  feet  lOi  inches  in  height, 
weighed  165  pounds,  and  was  58  years  of  age,  with  normal  pulse  rate, 
temperature,  and  respiration.  The  board  stated  that  there  was  an 
incomplete  inguinal  hernia  on  the  right  side  which  passed  through  the 
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internal  ring  only,  and  could  be  easily  reduced  and  was  retained  by  a 
truss.  The  board  also  stated  that  the  joints  on  the  left  side  of  the 
body  were  enlarged  and  tender  with  general  thickening  of  surrounding 
membranes  and  ligaments,  and  that  the  motion  and  power  of  joints 
were  impaired  one-third,  and  the  heart  was  normal. 

This  description  of  appellants  condition  shows  that  the  disability 
from  the  hernia  has  decreased,  for  he  is  pensioned  for  a  complete  her- 
nia, the  rate  of  which  is  $10  per  month,  while  the  certificate  shows 
that  the  hernia  is  now  incomplete,  the  rate  for  which  disability'  is  fixed 
at  $6  per  month  by  the  schedule.  A  comparison  of  the  description  of 
the  effects  of  rheumatism  with  that  given  in  the  next  prior  certificate 
shows  practically  the  same  condition.  The  board  states  that  there 
was  a  swelling  ojF  the  joints  of  the  left  side  of  the  bodj^  but  gives  no 
comparative  measurement  to  show  its  degree;  moreover,  a  swelling  of 
all  the  joints  of  one  side  of  the  body  from  rheumatism  could  not  exist 
without  a  very  considerable  increase  of  the  temperature  of  the  body, 
which  is  reported  to  be  normal  (98.5^). 

In  view  of  these  considei'ations  it  is  believed  that  if  there  is  any 
increase  of  disability  from  the  rheumatism  it  is  fully  covered  by  the 
excess  of  rate  which  the  appellant  is  receiving  for  the  hernia. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  for  increase  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 

In  regard  to  the  wound  of  the  right  leg,  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  show  that  he  was  wounded  by  the  accidental  discharge  of 
a  revolver  in  Missouri  in  October,  1864,  and  that  he  was  treated  in  a 
general  hospital  in  Quincy,  111.,  for  an  accidental  gunshot  wound  of 
the  lower  third  of  the  right  leg,  apparently,  until  he  was  mustered  out 
on  June  22,  1865. 

It  appears  from  appellant's  statement  and  from  those  of  his  comrades 
that  while  he  was  engaged  in  cleaning  a  revolver,  which  was  his  own 
private  property,  it  was  accidently  discharged,  and  that  the  ball  entered 
the  right  leg  near  the  ankle.  It  is  not  shown  by  any  of  the  testimony 
filed  how  the  revolver  was  accidently  discharged,  nor  that  it  was  not 
due  to  appellant's  carelessness  in  handling  it. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  revolver  was  issued  to  appellant  by  any 
officer  of  the  Army,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  he  was  carrying  it  in  com- 
pliance with  the  order  of  any  of  his  officers. 

The  question  involved  in  this  case  has  been  repeatedly  considered 
by  this  Department,  and  it  has  been  decided  many  times  that  a  wound 
incurred  under  the  circumstances  detailed  was  not  received  in  the  line 
of  duty. 

In  the  case  of  Alexander  H.  Davis  (1  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  486),  Secretary 
Delano  held  that — 

The  soldier — an  infantry  man — ^having  been  injured,  as  alleged,  by  the  accidental 
dincharge  of  a  pi&tol  in  his  x>ocket,  is  hot  peusionable  on  account  of  such  injury,  thQ 
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Adjutant-Generei  holding  that  infantry  soldiers  are  not  armed  with  pistole,  and  such 
injuries  are  not  entitled  to  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Daniel  Compton  (4  P.  D.,  O.  S.,  144),  Secretary 
Schurz  held  that — 

Infantry  soldier  is  not  in  line  of  duty  when  wounded  by  the  accidental  dischai^ 
of  his  own  pistol,  as  the  pistol  is  not  a  part  of  the  arms  of  an  infantryman. 

In  the  case  of  Robert  M.  Dick  (3  P.  D.,  333),  Assistant  Secretary 
Bussey  held  that — 

It  is  presumed  that  the  Government  supplies  its  troops  with  all  weapons  needed 
for  offense  and  defense  against  the  enemy,  and  if  they  choose  to  carry  other  weapons 
they  do  so  without  authority,  very  often  in  contravention  of  authority,  and  always 
at  their  own  risk,  and  injuries  thereby  are  outside  of  the  line  of  duty,  and  not  pen- 
sionable. 

The  same  principle  was  enunciated  in  the  cases  of  Arthur  Boyd 
(1  P.  D.,  105);  William  H.  Pike  (1  P.  D,,  253);  Alfred  P.  Remick 
(3  P.  D.,  131);  Samuel  Emmett  (3  P.  D.,  281),  and  Elias  W.  Reidy  (7 
P.  D.,  132).      ' 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  appel- 
lant's claim  for  the  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  right  leg  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  not  been  incurred  in  the  lino  of  duty  was  correct, 
and  it  is  accordingly  affiitned. 

i>bsebtion-von>abijs  bnustmbnt— mh^obs. 

Stephen  F.  Monthony. 

In  1861  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  18  years  was  voidable,  and  a 
repudiation  of  such  enlistment  on  the  part  of  the  minor  by  the  act  of  desertion 
would  constitute  no  bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  incurred  during  the 
period  of  a  second  enlistment. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Camjpbdl  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  5,  1901. 

Stephen  F.  Monthony  enlisted  in  Company  K,  Second  New  York 
Veteran  Volunteer  Cavalry,  on  October  18,  1863,  from  which  organ- 
ization he  was  discharged  on  November  8, 1865.  From  the  date  of  his 
discharge  he  was  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law 
by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  a  gunshot  wound  of  the  left 
shoulder  incurred  on  April  23,  1864.     (Certificate  No.  103153.) 

On  January  6,  1898,  he  was  notified  that  a  report  from  the  records 
of  the  War  Department  disclosed  the  fact  that  he  had  enlisted  on 
November  24,  1861,  in  Company  I,  Ninety-third  New  York  Infantry, 
from  which  organization  he  had  deserted  on  September  1, 1863,  which 
charge  of  desertion  had  not  been  removed.  In  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  he  was  given  thirty  days 
in  which  to  file  evidence  and  show  cause  why  he  should  not  bo  dropped 
from  the  rolls.     On  February  19,  1898,  no  evidence  in  rebuttal  of  the 

p.  D. ^VOL.  11 13  Digitized  by  Google 


194  DEaSIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

said  records  having  been  filed,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  on 
the  ground  of  desertion  from  a  prior  enlistment. 

On  February  3,  1899,  the  soldier  filed  an  application  for  restoration 
to  the  pension  roll,  based  upon  the  allegation  that  he  was  only  16  years 
of  age  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  and  that  there  was  no  law 
then  in  existence  which  authorized  the  enlistment  of  a  person  under 
the  age  of  18  years  with  or  without  the  consent  of  his  parents  or 
guardian,  by  virtue  of  which  his  said  first  enlistment  was  null  and  void 
under  the  law.  The  application  for  restoration  rested  upon  the  prin- 
ciple announced  in  the  case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine  (9  P.  D. ,  488). 

The  claim  was  denied  on  November  7,  1899,  on  the  ground  that 
the  claimant  was  not  shown  to  be  under  the  age  of  16  years  at  the  time 
of  his  first  enlistment,  and  for  that  reason  the  principle  announced  in 
the  above-mentioned  case  did  not  apply.  Subsequent  to  this  action 
the  claimant,  as  a  basis  for  reopening  his  claim  for  restoration,  on 
March  20,  1900,  filed  the  affidavit  of  his  mother,  Margaret  Monthony, 
who  testified  that  he  was  born  on  April  9,  1846,  which,  if  true,  would 
show  that  he  was  under  the  age  of  16  years  at  the  time  of  said  first 
enlistment.  This  evidence  upon  consideration  was  held,  on  May  28, 
1900,  to  be  insufficient  to  authorize  any  change  of  action. 

The  case  is  now  before  the  Department  on  appeal  taken  on  October 
5,  1900,  resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  claimant's  statement  at 
the  time  of  his  enlistment,  to  the  effect  that  he  was  then  16  years  of 
age,  is  overcome  by  the  testimony  of  his  mother. 

The  contention  in  the  appeal,  in  so  far  as  it  involves  an  inquirj^  as 
to  whether  the  claimant  was  16  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  his  first 
enlistment  in  1861,  is  immaterial  for  the  reason  that  18  years  was  the 
minimum  age  for  enlistment  prior  to  July  4,  1864,  at  which  time  it 
was  determined  by  Congressional  enactments  that  no  minor  under 
the  age  of  16  years  shall  be  enlisted  or  mustered  into  the  military 
service  with  or  without  the  consent  of  his  parent  or  guardian.  This 
law  is  now  embodied  in  section  1116,  Revised  Statutes. 

Section  11  of  the  act  of  March  16,  1802,  entitled  ''An  act  fixing  the 
military  peace  establishment  of  the  United  States"  (2  Stat.  L.,  132), 
fixes  the  minimum  and  maximum  age^  for  enlistment  at  18  and  35 
years,  respectively. 

Winthrop  on  Military  Law^,  page  766,  enumerates  the  various  acts 
of  Congress,  inchiding  that  of  April  30,  1790,  and  the  act  of  July  4, 
1864,  concerning  which  he  says  that — 

In  all  these  statutes  except  the  last  the  minimum  age  for  enlistment  is  fixed  at 
18  years;  in  the  last,  enlistments  (with  consent)  ot  persons  as  young  as  16  are  legal- 
ized. The  latter  age  was  also  established  as  the  minimum  early  in  the  war  of  the 
Revolution,  by  resolution  of  Congress  of  January  17,  1776, 

The  above-mentioned  authority  also  says: 

•The  commissioners  for  the  revision  of  the  statutes  decided  that  the  provision  of 
the  act  of  1802  fixing  the  maximum  at  35  years  w^as  still  unrepealed;  and  upon 
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this  provision  and  that  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1864,  as  establishing  a  minimum,  they 
stated  it  as  the  existing  law  that  recruits,  at  enlisting,  must  be  between  the  ages  of 
16  and  35  years;  and  it  was  so  enacted  in  section  1116  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  Stine  case  it  was  material  to  inquire  only  whether  he  was 
under  the  age  of  18  years  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  1861. 

The  authorities  therein  cited,  in  which  it  was  held  that  an  enlist- 
ment of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  16  years  is  voidable  at  the  election 
of  the  minor  himself  had  reference  to  acts  of  desertion  subsequent  to 
July  4,  1864.  In  1861,  when  the  claimant  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  well 
as  Stine,  deserted,  both  of  them  being  under  the  age  of  18  years,  their 
status  in  respect  to  the  minimum  age  of  enlistment  was  the  same  as 
that  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  16  years  after  July  4,  1864.  Prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  therefore,  the  principle 
announced  in  the  Stine  case  was  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  claimant,  it  appears,  was  pensioned  on  account  of  a  wound 
received  in  April,  1864,  during  the  period  of  his  second  enlistment. 

In  the  case  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382)  it  is  held  thatn- 

If  the  disability  was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  such  reenlistment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 
command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment. 

In  the  case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine  it  is  held  as  follows: 

The  appellant  having  made  a  void  or  at  most  a  voidable  contract  of  enlistment  in 
1S61  to  serve  three  years,  and  having  by  desertion  shown  his  intention  to  repudiate 
it,  was  no  longer  bound  to  serve  by  virtue  of  that  contract.  Hence  his  reenlistment 
In  1863  was  not  in  violation  of  his  former  contract,  and  he  was  not,  during  his  service 
under  such  reenlistment,  absent  from  his  proper  command  and  out  of  the  line  of  duty. 

This  case  is  controlled  by  the  last-mentioned  ruling,  in  view  of  which 
the  action  in  denying  the  claim  for  restoration  was  erroneous,  and  is 
hereby  reversed,  with  directions  that  the  same  be  readjudicated  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 


ESTOPPEr,-MARRIAGB-EVTDENCE. 

Claba  M.  Bennett,  alleged  widow  or  William  M.  Covert. 

Claimant  herein  swore,  in  1864,  that  soldier  was  married  to  one  Sarah  Hutchinson, 
and  that  she  was  present  at  the  ceremony.  By  reason  of  such  statement*!,  the 
Government  granted  pension  to  said  Sarah  and  paid  it  to  her  during  her  life- 
time, and  thereafter  to  her  children  during  their  pensionable  minority. 

Held,  Claimant  is  estopped  from  now  setting  up  the  fact  that  she,  and  not  Sarah, 
was  the  wife. 

Amstmit  Secreta/ry  F,  L.  Campbell  to  tlie  Commwsioner  of  Pensions^ 

Jarman'y  5,  1901, 

Clara  M.  Bennett,  an  alleged  former  widow  of  William  M.  Covert, 
late  a  private  in  Company  I,  Eleventh  Indiana  Volunteer  Cavalry?  filed 
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her  application  under  the  general  law  on  September  26,  1898,  daim 
being  rejected  on  September  22, 1900,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  was 
never  the  widow  of  the  soldier  in  question.  An  appeal  filed  on  Octo- 
ber 19,  1900,  alleged  error  in  law  and  fact. 

Before  discussing  this  particular  claim  it  will  be  necessary  to  note 
certain  fact^  which  are  divulged  by  the  papers  herein. 

It  appears  that  on  February  1,  1867,  due  proof  of  the  marriage  of 
the  above-named  soldier  with  one  Sarah  Hutchinson  having  been 
made,  a  certificate  was  issued  to  said  Sarah  as  the  widow  of  said  sol- 
dier in  behalf  of  herself  and  two  children.  Pension  under  this  cer- 
tificate was  paid  until  the  death  of  Sarah,  and  was  then  paid,  under 
another  certificate,  to  the  guardian  of  the  said  children  until  they 
arrived  at  pensionable  majority. 

Among  the  papers  in  the  claim  of  said  Sarah  are  found  two  note- 
worthy affidavits.  One  of  said  affidavits,  signed  by  said  Sarah,  recites 
the  facts  and  date  of  her  marriage  with  the  soldier  and  the  birth  of 
her  two  children.  This  document  also  contains  the  sworn  corrobora- 
tion of  witnesses  as  to  the  truth  of  such  statements  and  the  personal 
knowledge  of  said  witnesses  that  said  statements  were  true.  The 
claimant  herein,  Clara,  is  one  of  these  subscribing  witnesses.  The  sec- 
ond affidavit  of  importance  is  subscribed  and  sworn  to  by  the  said 
Clara,  and  contains  the  following,  viz: 

That  she  has  been  for  twenty  years  well  acquainted  with  Sarah  Covert,  hia  widow; 
that  she  was  present  and  saw  said  parties  married  at  Avon,  Livingiston  County,  N.  Y., 
and  that  she  believes  there  is  no  record,  either  public  or  private,  of  their  marriage, 
and  that  the  clergyman  who  married  them  is  dead;  that  they  were  married  on  the 
25th  day  of  June,  1853,  by  Rev. Campbell. 

The  foregoing  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  be  referred  to  in  the  orig- 
inal claim. 

The  claimant  herein,  in  the  affidavits  in  the  claim  which  she  has 
been  prosecuting,  swears  that  she,  claimant,  was  married  to  the  soldier 

"  in  the  spring  on  the day  of  1854,  A.  D.,  by  Rev. , 

a  Presbyterian  minister  at  East  Avon,  Livingston  County,  N.  Y." 

A  special  examination  was  held,  and  claimant  admitted  her  signature 
as  genuine  on  one  of  the  affidavits  referred  to  in  the  claim  of  Sarah, 
but  denied  her  signature  on  the  other  one.  It  may  be  i-emarked,  in 
passing,  that  if  one  of  these  signatures  is  genuine,  the  other  is,  or 
else  it  is  a  remarkable  piece  of  forgery.  Claimant,  during  her  exami- 
nation, admitted  that  the  community  supposed,  and  she  allowed  people 
to  suppose  and  believe  Sai-ah,  who  was  claimant's  sister,  to  be  the  wife 
of  the  soldier,  but  that,  in  fact,  she  was  not;  she,  claimant,  being  the 
real  and  lawful  wife. 

The  attorney  who  prosecnited  the  claim  of  Sarah  was  found,  and  he 
swore  that  these  two  sisters,  Sarah  and  Clara,  were  living  together  in 
the  same  town,  Lafayette,  Ind.,  when  he  filed  the  claim  for  Sarah  in 
1864,     That  the  said  Clara  signed  both  the  affidavy§|aa^ntigiied  herein, 
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and  that  she,  Clara,  was  the  "  moving  spirit"  in  working  up  the  claim. 
That  she  never  pretended  in  any  manner  that  she  had  any  conjugal 
rights  under  the  soldier,  and  that  she  uniformly  held  out  her  sister 
Sarah  to  be  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  further  evidence  in  this  case,  which 
partakes  of  the  marvelous  and  improbable,  but  to  call  attention  to  the 
bw  upon  such  a  condition  of  affairs. 

This  claimant  in  1864  twice  swore  to  the  fact  that  Sarah  was  the 
widow  of  the  soldier,  and  was  his  lawful  wife  during  his  lifetime.  She 
further  swore  that  she  was  present  and  saw  the  soldier  and  Sarah 
married. 

This  is  clearly  a  case  where  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  applies. 
Mr.  Greenleaf,  in  discussing  this  doctrine  in  1  Greenl.  on  Evi.,  sec. 
207,  says: 

Admiseions,  whether  of  law  or  fact,  which  have  been  acte<l  on  by  others,  are  con- 
clusive against  the  party  making  them,  in  all  cases,  between  him  and  the  ])erson 
whose  conduct  he  has  influenced. 

And  in  section  208,  the  same  author  says: 

It  makes  no  difference  in  the  operation  of  this  rule  whether  the  thing  admitted 
was  true  or  false;  it  being  the  fact  that  it  has  been  acted  on  that  renders  it  (in- 
clusive. 

In  the  present  case  this  claimant  not  only  admitted  the  marriage  of 
Sarah  and  the  soldier,  but  she  swore  to  it  as  an  actual  fact,  stating 
that  she  was  an  eyewitness  to  the  ceremony.  If  her  simple  admission 
would  estop  her,  a  fortiori  her  unqualified  sworn  statement  that  she 
was  an  eyewitness  to  the  ceremony. 

It  matters  not  now  as  to  whether  claimant  committed  perjury  in 
1864.  She  then  swore  to  certain  facts  which  caused  the  Government 
to  acknowledge  Sarah  as  the  wife  of  soldier,  and  Sai-ah's  children  as 
his  children.  She  will  be  held  to  the  legal  effects  of  her  statements, 
and  is  therefore  now  estopped  from  setting  up  the  fact  that  she,  and 
not  Sarah,  was  the  wife. 


evn>enc?b-presumption  of  death— act  march  13,  1896. 
Mart  E.  Burke  (alleged  widow). 

The  soldier  abandoned  his  family  in  1882  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  without  any 
warning  or  previous  intimation  of  his  purpose,  and  remained  in  said  city  for  two 
years  thereafter  without  communicating  with  his  wife,  his  mother,  or  other  rela- 
tives. Hdd,  That  his  absence  from  fils  home  and  family  is  not  unexplained, 
and  that  there  is  no  reason  for  presuming  his  death. 

Assistant  Secreta/ry  F.  Z.  Camphell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pe9isi(ms^ 

January  18^  1901, 

On  June  30,  1898,  Marj^  E.  Burke,  as  the  widow  of  John  M.  Burke, 
formerly  of  Company  A,  Nineteenth  Pennsylvania  Cavalry,  filed  a 
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declaration  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  soldier  disappeared  from  their 
home  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  about  sixteen  years  before  the  claim 
was  instituted,  and  that  about  two  years  thereafter  she  heard  that  he 
was  still  in  the  city;  that  for  the  last  fourteen  years  nothing  has  been 
heard  from  him,  nor  has  any  intelligence  of  his  existence  been  received. 

Her  claim  was  adjudicated  on  January  11,  1899,  and  rejected  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  on  file  is  insufficient  to  establish  the  death  of 
the  soldier  or  to  authorize  the  presumption  of  death  in  legal  contem- 
plation. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  February  21, 
1899,  resting  upon  the  contention  therein  set  forth,  as  follows: 

The  claimant  appeals  for  a  reconsideration  of  her  claim  under  the  act  of  March  13, 
1896,  that  she  has  complied  with  all  the  conditions  of  said  act  of  Congress  and  she 
has  established  a  prima  facie  case  beyond  a  doubt;  she  has  not  only  sworn  that  her 
husband  has  been  absent  since  October  20,  1882,  but  his  present  whereabouts  are 
unknown  to  her  or  to  any  of  her  or  his  relatives  and  friends;  that  her  husband's 
mother  is  still  living  and  resides  with  the  claimant;  furthermore,  he  has  tw^o  brothers 
and  a  sister  living,  and  they  have  no  knowledge  of  his  whereabouts;  none  of  them 
have  ever  heard  from  him  since  he  left  the  claimant  in  October,  1882;  that  he  has 
been  suffering  from  affection  or  an  injury  to  his  head,  and  it  is  the  belief  among  all 
his  friends  that  he  has  either  become  mentally  deranged  and  died  unknown  or  that 
he  has  died  years  ago  from  the  injury  to  his  head.  There  is  no  person  who  is  under 
the  impression  that  he  is  still  alive. 

The  claimant  has  furnished  the  affidavits  of  four  reputable  witnesses,  and  among 
the  four  was  the  testimony  of  her  husband's  mother. 

She  therefore  respectfully  asks  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Department  will 
call  for  all  the  papers  in  her  claim  and  will  give  the  same  careful  consideration, 
because  she  candidly  believes  that  she  has  established  a  prima  facie  case  under  the 
act  of  March  13,  1896,  and  that  she  is  justly  and  lawfully  entitled  to  a  widow's  pen- 
sion under  the  act  aforesaid  and  upon  the  evidence  that  she  has  already  filed  in  the 
claim. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  is  to  the  eflfect  that  the  soldier,  without  any 
warning  or  previous  intimation  of  his  purpose,  left  his  home  on  or 
about  October  20, 1882,  and  that  about  two  years  thereafter  the  claim- 
ant heard  that  he  was  still  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  Sinc«  that 
time  it  appears  that  neither  the  claimant  nor  his  mother  nor  sister 
have  received  any  intelligence  of  his  existence.  The  claimant  testi- 
fies— ^and  in  that  respect  she  is  corroborated  by  other  witnesses — that 
the  soldier  was  a  confirmed  drunkard  and  was  cruel  in  his  treatment 
toward  her;  that  he  was  idle  and  shiftless  and  did  not  make  anything 
like  ample  provision  for  the  needs  of  his  family,  and  that  he  spent 
much  of  his  time  in  the  society  of  disreputable  women.  Claimant 
says  that  she  heard  a  rumor  to  the  effect  that  he  ran  away  with  a 
worthless  woman.  The  mother  of  the  soldier  testifies  that  when  he 
was  a  small  boy  he  was  kicked  on  the  head  by  a  horse  and  that  his 
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skull  was  fractured  by  the  blow.  The  witness  also  states  that  the  sol- 
dier incurred  a  sunstroke  during  the  period  of  his  military  service, 
and  was  afterwards  liable  to  be  irritated  by  a  merely  trivial  matter. 
The  claimant  and  two  of  her  witnesses  express  the  belief  that  the  sol- 
dier, by  reason  of  the  injury  to  his  head  and  his  vicious  and  immoral 
habits,  was  demented  or  partially  insane.  This  belief,  they  say,  is 
based  upon  the  fact  that  his  actions  were  queer  and  that  his  conversa- 
tion was  at  times  irrational. 

Some  of  the  witnesses,  including  the  mother  of  the  soldier,  say  that 
he  was  very  fond  of  her  and  of  his  children,  and  that  his  failure  to 
return  and  visit  them  can  not  be  reasonably  accounted  for  in  any  other 
way  than  by  the  supposition  that  he  is  dead.  This  contention,  how- 
ever, loses  much  of  its  force  in  the  light  of  the  fact  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  that  he  remained  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  at  least  two  years 
after  the  abandonment  of  his  family,  during  which  time  he  paid  no 
attention  to  his  mother  or  his  children. 

The  claimant  invokes  the  benefit  of  the  rule  of  evidence  contained 
in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  wherein  it  is  provided  that  the  '^  con- 
tinued and  unexplained  absence"  of  an  "enlisted  man  or  officer"  for  a 
period  of  seven  years  may,  under  conditions  therein  mentioned,  con- 
stitute sufficient  proof  of  death.  The  evidence,  however,  veiy  clearly 
indicates  that -the  soldier  voluntarily  abandoned  his  family,  which  fact 
must  be  accepted  as  an  explanation  of  his  absence;  consequently  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  act  of  March  13,  1896,  has  no  application  in  this 
case.  The  above-mentioned  act  emunerates  certain  facts  and  condi- 
tions under  which  seven  years  continued  and  unexplained  absence 
shall  constitute  sufficient  proof  of  death.  It  does  not  follow,  however, 
that  facts  and  circumstances  of  sufficient  strength  to  authorize  the 
inference  of  death  in  cases  of  explained  or  unexplained  absence  may 
not  be  shown.  Under  the  common  law  the  continued  and  unexplained 
absence  of  a  person  for  a  period  of  seven  years  may,  under  ceilain 
conditions  and  limitations  not  now  necessary  to  be  enumerated,  give 
rise  to  the  legal  presumption  of  death.  Under  the  act  of  March  13, 
1896,  the  same  facts  when  established  are  accepted  as  sufficient  proof 
of  death.  But  presumptions  of  fact  may  arise  without  regard  to  the 
limitation  in  respect  to  time  fixed  by  said  act  in  conformity  with  the 
rule  observed  at  common  law. 

In  First  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  section  44,  the  author,  in  speaking 
of  presumptions  of  fact,  says: 

They  are,  in  truth,  but  mere  arguments,  of  which  the  major  premise  is  not  a  rule 
of  law;  they  belong  equally  to  any  and  every  subject  matter,  and  are  to  be  judged 
by  the  common  and  received  tests  of  the  truth  of  propositions  and  the  validity  of 
arguments.  They  depend  upon  their  own  natural  force  and  efficacy  in  generating 
belief  or  conviction  in  the  mind,  as  derived  from  those  connections,  which  are  shown 
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by  experience,  irreBpective  of  any  l^;al  relations.  They  differ  from  presomptiotf 
of  law  in  this  ensential  respect,  that  while  thoee  are  reduced  to  fixed  rules  and  con- 
stitute a  branch  of  the  particular  system  of  jurisprudence  to  which  they  belcng, 
these  merely  natural  presumptions  are  derived  wholly  and  directly  from  the  circam- 
stances  of  the  particular  case,  by  means  of  the  common  experience  of  mankind, 
without  the  aid  or  control  of  any  rules  of  law  whatever. 

A  legal  presumption  derivea  its  force  from  the  law;  a  presumption 
of  fact  is  a  logical  deduction. 

The  real  issue  in  this  case  involves  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  tho 
proven  fac»t*j  in  this  case  are  sufficient  to  create  the  inference  in  the 
mind  of  a  reasonable  man  that  the  soldier  is  dead.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence in  the  case  tending  to  show  the  condition  of  his  health  or  the 
state  of  his  constitution  at  the  time  of  his  abandonment,  nor  is  there 
anything  to  show  that  he  was  surrounded  by  circumstances  that  were 
menacing  to  his  life  or  health  when  last  beard  from.  A  report  from 
the  registration  department  of  the  health  office  of  the  cit^^  of  Phila- 
delphia shows  that  he  was  21  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  his  marrii^re 
in  1867.  He  was,  therefore,  less  than  40  years  of  age  at  the  time  he 
left  his  family. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  case,  I  am  unable  to  reach  the 
conclusion  that  the  proven  facts  do,  with  moral  and  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, authorize  the  inference  that  the  soldier  is  dead. 

Action  affirmed. 


FRAirn  AXI>  MISTAKK-RKIMBinCSEMBNT— EVTDEKCK. 

Sarah  M.  Decker  (widow). 

The  evidence  obtaine<i  by  a  special  investigation  having  clearly  shown  that  the 
diseases  of  which  the  soldier  died  existed  prior  to  his  enlistment  and  that  the 
claimant  was  in  a  |K)sition  to  know  of  their  existence,  it  is  held  that  her  claim 
for  pension,  on  the  ground  that  said  diseases  originated  in  the  service,  wa? 
fraudulent,  and  that  the  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  properly 
withheld  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount  paid  upon  said  claim. 

Assij^t^nt  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commi^mieT  of  Per^mm*^ 

January  31^  1901. 

Sarah  M.  Decker,  widow  of  Richard  B.  Decker,  formerly  a  soldier 
in  the  Fourth  Independent  Battery  of  New  Jersey  Light  Artillery, 
was,  in  July,  1876,  granted  a  pension  of  $8  per  month,  commencing 
January  4, 1875,  and  $2  per  month  additional  from  said  date  to  May  1, 
1875,  for  one  child  under  16  years  of  age.  Her  name  was  subse- 
quently dropped  from  the  pension  roll  upon  evidence  obtained  by 
special  examination  showing  that  her  husband's  fatal  disease  originated 
prior  to  his  enlistment.  ^  She  was  paid  pension  to  September  4, 1879* 
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In  1891  she  was  granted  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to 
commence  from  July  12,  1890.  In  1894  a  reissue  was  made  under 
which  the  pension  agent  was  directed  to  withhold  payment  of  the  pen- 
sion until  a  sufficient  amount  had  accumulated  to  reimburse  the  Gov- 
ernment for  the  pension  erroneously  paid  under  the  old  law  from  Jan- 
uary 4,  1876,  to  September  4, 1879.  From  that  action  the  pensioner's 
attorneys  appealed  on  October  14, 1898,  inviting  attention  to  a  decision 
said  to  have  been  "  recently  rendered"  to  the  effect  that  '^  unless  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  claimant  is  established  it  was  an  error  to  withhold 
pension  under  the  old  law  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  erroneous 
payments  made  under  another  law." 

By  implication  it  is  contended  that  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
has  not  been  established  in  this  case,  and  that  is  the  only  issue  before 
the  Department. 

The  soldier  was  in  the  military  service  from  December  29,  1863,  to 
April  7, 1864.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  was 
admitted  to  Emoiy  General  Hospital,  Washington,  D.  C,  February  11, 
1864,  with  pleurisy,  and  was  discharged  from  service  on  April  7,  upon 
a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  stating  that  he  was  incapable  of 
I)erf  orming  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  phthisis  pulmonalis,  which 
existed  previous  to  entering  the  service. 

The  soldier  filed  a  claim  for  invalid  pension  on  August  13,  1869, 
alleging  that  while  at  Camp  Instruction,  Washington,  D.  C,  about 
January  20,  1864,  he  contracted  rheumatism  and  disease  of  the  lungs, 
and  that  he  now  had  pulmonary  consumption.  He  died  on  the  3d  of 
tTanuary,  1875.  His  widow  filed  her  claim  February  23, 1875,  alleging 
that  he  contracted  the  disease  which  resulted  in  his  death  while  in  the 
service  and  line  of  duty.  Therewith  she  filed  testimony  to  show  that 
he  contracted  rheumatism  in  the  legs  and  hips  and  geneml  debility 
while  in  the  sei"vice,  and  on  March  6,  1875,  she  filed  medical  evidence 
showing  that  he  died  of  pleuro-pneumonia  and  rheumatic  pericarditis 
(acute).  Upon  this  evidence  and  some  testimony  as  to  prior  soundness 
filed  by  the  soldier,  in  support  of  his  claim,  the  widow's  claim  was 
allowed. 

Evidence  obtained  by  a  special  investigation  in  September,  1879, 
showed  beyond  any  reasonable  doubt  that  the  soldier  suffei^ed  from 
both  rheumatism  and  lung  disease  prior  to  his  enlistment.  The  appel- 
lant was  married  to  him  in  December,  1842. 

In  view  of  all  the  facts  it  can  hardly  be  believed  that  she  was  igno- 
rant of  the  existence  of  the  aforesaid  diseases  before  enlistment 
(although  she  still  denies  that  they  then  existed),  or  that  she  filed  her 
claim  for  pension  in  1875  in  good  faith,  honestly  believing  that  the 
diseases  which  caused  his  death  were  contracted  while  in  the  service. 

Actual  or  positive  fraud  has  been  held  to  include  "the  misrepre- 
sentation by  word  or  deed  of  material  facts,  by  which  one  exercising 
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reasonable  discretion  and  confidence  is  misled  to  his  injury,  whether 
the  misrepresentation  was  known  to  be  false,  or  only  not  known  to  be 
true,  or  even  if  made  altogether  innocently."    (1  Story,  Elq.  Jur.,c.  6.) 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  establish  fraud,  that  deceptions  or 
fraudulent  concealment  be  proved  by  the  claimants  own  admissions. 
It  may  be  proved  by  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evidence.  If  the 
evidence  is  suflScient  to  satisfy  the  mind  and  conscience  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  fraud  it  will  suffice,  although  it  does  not  lead  to  a  connec- 
tion of  absolute  certainty.  The  fraud  need  not  be  proved  bej^ond  a 
reasonable  doubt.  It  is  usually  a  question  for  the  jury,  unless  the 
facts  are  undisputed,  when  it  may  become  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court  to  determine.     (Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  L.,  vol.  8,  pp.  654-656.) 

After  careful  consideration,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  estab- 
lished in  this  case  are  sufficient  to  justify  the  imputation  of  fraud. 
The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  withholding  payment  of  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  order  to  i-ecover  money  erroneously  paid 
under  former  laws,  is  therefore  affirmed. 


FEE— FEE  AGBEEMEXTS— BEBATINO. 

Samuel  Bennison  (claibiant). 
Mild  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

In  the  absence  of  valid  fee  agreements,  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  for  his 
services  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  a  claim  for  rerating. 

Assistant  Secretary/  F,  Z.  Campbdl  to  the  CommisHi/mer  of  Pensions, 

Jcmuary  31^  1901. 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  C!o.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  May  31, 1899,  entered 
an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  tlie 
issue  of  April  13, 1899,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law, 
of  Samuel  H.  Bennison,  who  served  in  Company  H,  Fifty-sixth  Penn- 
sj^lvania  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Mr.  Bennison  was  in  receipt  pension  (rank  first  lieutenant)  at  the 
rate  of  $9  per  month  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  disability 
from  hydrocele  of  left  side,  when  on  May  4,  1897,  in  his  behalf  the 
appellants  filed  a  declaration  for  increase  on  account  of  increase  of 
disability,  and  for  rerating,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  claimant 
was  serving  as  captain  at  the  time  of  incurrence  of  hydrocele. 

Certificate  issued  April  13, 1899,  to  correct  the  claimant's  rank  from 
first  lieutenant  to  captain,  to  allow  pension  at  $10  per  month  from  dis- 
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charge,  to  May  25,  1898,  date  of  medical  examination,  and  $20  per 
month  thereafter  on  account  of  disability  due  to  hydrocele. 

On  said  issue  the  appellants  were  certified  a  fee  of  $10  for  their 
services  in  securing  an  allowance  of  pension  in  said  claims  for  rerating 
and  increase.  They  contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  for 
securing  rerating,  and  a  fee  of  $2  for  securing  straight  increase. 

In  the  report  of  the  Bureau  it  is  stated,  in  substance,  that  the  fee 
in  a  claim  for  rerating  under  the  general  law  is  such  amount  as  the 
Commissioner  may  see  fit  to  allow,  not  exceeding  $25;  that  in  this 
claim  for  rerating  a  fee  of  $8  is  fully  commensurate  with  the  services 
rendered  by  the  appellants  therein,  and  accordingly  said  amount  was 
certified  to  them,  together  with  the  sum  of  $2  for  their  services  in  the 
claim  for  increase. 

Section  4786  Revised  Statutes,  as  reenacted  and  amended  by  section 
4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  provides,  among  other  things,  that: 

In  all  cases  where  applicatioH  is  made  for  pension  *  *  *  and  no  agreement 
is  filed  with  the  Commissioner  as  herein  provided  the  fee  shall  be  ten  dollars  and  no 
more. 

The  proceedings  for  rerating  instituted  by  appellants  in  behalf  of 
the  claimant  may  properly  be  termed  an  application  for  pension,  as 
their  object  was  to  secure  for  the  claimant  an  allowance  of  pension. 
(See  case  of  Davis  v.  Davis,  10  P.  D.,-409,  text.)  In  the  absence  of 
articles  of  agreement  the  law  directs  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
certify  a  fee  of  $10  to  an  attorney  for  his  services  in  prosecuting  an 
application  for  pension.  The  amount  to  be  certified  is  specified  in  the 
act.  The  question  to  be  determined  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
is  whether  the  proceedings  constitute  an  application  for  pension.  If 
they  do  constitute  such  an  application,  then  he  is  to  certify  the  fee 
that  the  law  directs  to  be  certified  in  the  absence  of  fee  agreements 
for  the  successful  prosecution  of  an  application  for  pension,  viz,  $10. 
There  is  no  question  for  the  Commissioner  to  determine  as  to  the 
amount  of  fee  to  be  certified  under  the  conditions  recited.  If  he  cer- 
tifies a  fee,  the  amount  is  that  specified  by  the  law. 

The  appellants  are  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  in  the  claim  for  rerating, 
and  a  fee  of  $2  in  the  claim  for  straight  increase — in  all,  the  sum  of 
$12.  Accordingly  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  certify  a 
fee  of  $10  in  the  claim  for  rerating  is  reversed.  The  decision  of  the 
Department  ^n  the  case  of  George  Aab,  deceased  (9  P.  D.,  377),  in  so 
far  as  it  conflicts  with  the  rule  here  laid  down,  is  overruled. 
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mabkiagb— ev^dbnci^-pkes^mpnqn. 

Elizabeth  Henderson  (aixegkd  widow). 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  had,  at  the  time  of  YAb  formal  marriage  to  this 
'     claimant  in  1874,  a  living  and  nndivorced  former  wif«,  who  died  in  1892,  having 

l)een  insane  since  1860. 
IfeUl:  Said  marriage  in  1874  was  invalid  and  void,  and  a  vali4  marriage  subsequent 

to  the  death  of  his  lawful  wife  in  1892,  his  own  death  occurring  in  1896,  is  not 

presumable  from  the  circumstances  shown. 

AtmMard  Secretary  F.  X.  Campbell  to  the  Gnnmi^sioner  of  jR??2*«ww, 

January  10^  1901, 

This  appellant,  Elizabeth  Henderson,  on  November  30,  1896,  and 
Febiniary  26, 1897,  tiled  claims,  No.  644620,  for  pension,  under,  respec- 
tively, the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  the  widow 
of  Hamilton  Henderson,  who  was  a  member,  from  March  13,  1864,  to 
July  12,  1865,  of  Company  A,  Fourteenth  Illinois  Cavalry,  and  died 
November  11,  1896. 

Both  claims  were  rejected  in  September,  1898,  on  the  ground  that 
the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  because  at  the  time 
of  their  formal  marriage  in  1874  he  had  a  former  wife  living  and  undi- 
vorced. 

The  claimant  appealed  September  30,  1898,  contending  that  a  valid 
marriage  between  herself  and  soldier  arose  eo  instant!  on  the  death  in 
1892  of  his  former  wife. 

Shortly  after  the  filing  of  this  appeal  the  appellant  died^  and  the  appeal 
is  prosecuted  by  one  Elleanor  J.  Thayer  for  the  purpose  of  reimburse- 
ment for  funeral  expenses  of  appellant,  there  being,  it  is  stated,  no 
child  of  hers  under  16  years  of  age. 

There  is  record  evidence  of  this  claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier 
January  1,  1874,  in  Fabius,  Marion  County,  Mo.,  and  it  is  testified  by 
several  that  they  cohabited  thereafter  as  husband  and  wife  until  his 
death. 

In  the  claim  of  minors  of  James  M.  Cox,  Company  H,  Eighty-ninth 
Ohio  Infantry  (No.  178319),  whose  widow  was  alleged  to  have  remar- 
ried the  soldier  in  this  case  in  1866  or  1867,  there  was  filed  record 
evidence  also  of  the  marriage,  in  1852,  of  this  soldier  to  one  Frances, 
who  was  shown,  also  by  record  evidence  in  that  claim,  to  have  been,  in 
1860,  adjudged  insane,  the  insanity  being  due  to  disease  of  liver,  of 
seven  months'  duration,  and  not  hereditary,  as  found  by  the  inquisi- 
tion, and  to  have  been  incarcerated  in  insane  asylums  or  almshouses 
continuously  thereafter  until  her  death  in  August,  1892,  said  Hender- 
son having  apparently  abandoned  her  entirely  on  her  becoming  insane. 

It  was  also  shown  in  that  claim  that  the  widow  of  Cox  lived  with  this 
soldier  Henderson  from  1866,  or  1867,  until  her  death,  which  was 
probably  in  1868,  and  she  was  supposed  by  some  to  have  married  him. 
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The  claimant  in  this  case  then  testified,  however,  that  Cox's  widow  and 
Henderson  were  not  married,  but  lived  in  her  kitchen,  occupying  sep- 
arate beds;  and  as  he  then  had  a  living  and  undivorced,  although 
insane,  wife,  there  could  have  been  no  valid  marriage  either  between 
him  and  Cox's  widow  or  between  him  and  this  claimant  in  1874,  or 
prior  to  August,  1892,  when  his  insane  wife  died. 

Insanity  of  a  wife  or  husband  is  not  a  cause  for  divorce  either  in 
Missouri,  where  claimant's  marriage  in  1874  was  contracted,  or  in  Illi- 
nois, where  they  lived  thereafter  and  at  his  death,  although  when 
existing  at  the  time  of  a  marriage  it  may  be  ground  for  annulment  of 
such  marriage.  As  the  insanity  of  this  soldier's  first  wife  did  not  arise 
until  many  years  after  their  marriage,  it  could  not  have  been  ground 
either  for  annulment  of  such  marriage  or  for  a  divorce  therefrom,  and 
no  ground  whatever  for  a  divorce  appears,  unless  it  be  his  own  appar- 
ent desertion  of  her,  which  would  not  probably  have  been  available, 
in  this  case,  by  either  him  or  her. 

It  is  testified,  however,  that  no  divorce  from  his  marriage  in  1852 
was  ever  procured,  and  it  is,  in  fact,  tacitly  admitted  that  his  marriage 
to  this  claimant  in  1874  was  invalid  and  void,  as  it  clearly  was,  because 
of  such  prior  marriage,  the  contention  of  the  appeal  being  that  a  valid 
marriage  between  soldier  and  claimant  arose  on  the  death,  in  1892,  of 
his  wife  Frances. 

That  the  soldier's  relations  with  Cox's  widow  were  wholly  illicit  can 
not  be  doubted,  he  being  as  incompetent  to  contract  a  lawful  and  valid 
marriage  with  her  as  with  claimant;  and  his  first  relations  with  this 
claimant  can  not  be  characterized  by  any  higher  term,  for  she  seems 
to  have  been  fully  aware  of  the  existence  of  his  wife  Frances,  and  to 
have  associated  with  him,  and  allowed  him  to  associate  in  her  own 
house  with  the  widow  of  Cox  freely  and  openly,  notwithstanding  his 
unfortunate  absent  Wife,  whom  he  so  flagrantly  neglected  and  aban- 
doned to  asylums  and  almshouses. 

If  she  was  willing  to  live  thus  illicitly  and  immorally  with  the  soldier 
daring  the  eighteen  years  from  their  f oimal  marriage  in  1874  to  the 
death  of  his  wife  Frances  in  1892,  it  must  be  presumed  she  would  as 
readily  continue  living  with  him  without  any  valid  marriage  between 
them,  as  it  is  not  contended  that  any  actual  new  contract  of  marriage 
was  in  fact  entered  into  between  them  after  1892.  There  being  no 
pure  matrimonial  intent  before,  there  appears  to  be  no  reason  for  pre- 
suming any  after,  the  death  of  the  lawful  wife  Frances.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  presumption  is  that  the  illicit  relation  continued,  and  under 
the  circumstances  shown  it  must  be  held  that  there  was  no  valid  mar- 
riage between  them  at  any  time  and  that  she  was  not,  in  law,  his 
widow. 

The  action  appealed  from,  therefore,  is  affirmed,  and  all  papers  in 
the  case  are  returned  herewith. 
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8ekvick— di8cuargb-act  of  june  87,  1890. 
Martin  Collins. 

While  soldier* 8  dischai^  and  a  report  from  th*^  War  Department  ahoT^  that  he  served 
from  January  27  to  April  14, 1864,  other  records  show  him  present  with  his  com- 
pany, assigned  to  light  duty,  in  "camp  sick,"  and  discharged  May  21, 1864,  it  is 
held  that  he  was  actually  in  the  military  service  from  enlistment  to  May  21, 1864, 
and  therefore  in  the  noilitary  service  for  ninety  days  during  the  late  war  of  the 
rebellion. 

Assiatant  Secretary  F.  L.  Carapbdl  to  the  Comnvissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  16^  1901. 

Your  communication  of  December  28,  1900,  innting  attention  to 
and  suggesting  a  reconsideration  of  decision  of  this  Department  of 
August  31, 1899,  reversing  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  rejecting' 
the  claim  of  Martin  Collins,  late  a  private  in  Company  D,  Fifty -fourth 
New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  has  been  duly  and  caref  ally 
considered. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  the  claimant  did  not 
render  ninety  days'  military  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
and  you  correctly  state  that  the  only  question  at  present  at  issue  in  the 
case  is  whether  an  actual  service  of  ninety  days'  duration,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  was  rendered  by  said  soldier. 

When  this  case  was  before  the  Department  on  appeal  the  only  evi- 
dence in  the  papers  bearing  on  this  question  consisted  of  the  reports 
of  the  War  Department,  dated  April  8,  1891,  and  June  27,  1893, 
respectively,  giving  the  military  history  of  the  soldier  as  contained  in 
the  oflScial  military  records  on  file  in  that  Department,  and  the  sur- 
geon's certificate  of  disability  upon  which  he  had  been  discharged  the 
service. 

Both  reports  of  the  War  Department  and  the  certificate  of  disability 
showed  that  the  soldier  had  enlisted  on  January  27,  1864,  and  had  been 
discharged  on  April  14,  1864,  covering  a  period  of  but  seventy-nine 
days,  but  it  was  insisted  by  the  claimant  in  the  appeal  that  although 
the  muster-put  roll  and  the  certificate  of  disability  gave  the  date  of  his 
discharge  as  April  14, 1864,  he  was  not  actually  relieved  from  military 
duty  and  separated  from  the  military  service  until  sometime  in  the 
following  month  of  May,  when  his  discharge  was  delivered  to  him  and 
went  into  effect,  and  that  in  the  meantime  he  was  held  to  military 
service  and  was  on  duty  with  his  company.  This  contention  appeared 
to  l)e  fully  sustained  and  conclusively  borne  out  by  the  statement  in 
said  reports  of  the  War  Department  that  "  other  records  show  him"  on 
duty  with  his  company  on  March  16,  1864,  and  on  Agril  26.  1864 
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(twelve  days  after  the  date  given  in  the  certificate  of  disability  and  the 
muster-out  roll  as  the  date  of  his  discharge),  he  was  assigned  to  ''  light 
duty"  with  his  company,  and  on  April  27,  May  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 1864,  he 
is  borne  on  the  rolls  of  his  company  as  in  "  camp  sick,"  and  on  May 
21,  1864,  he  is  reported  as  "discharged." 

These  records  unmistakably  and  clearly  indicate  that  the  soldier  was 
on  duty  with  his  company,  with  the  exception  of  the  days  he  is  reported 
as  sick  in  camp,  and  that  he  was  held  to  military  service  from  March 
16  to  May  21,  1864,  when  he  was  actually  discharged  from  his  com- 
pany and  separated  from  the  military  service,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  technical  date  of  his  discharge,  as  given  in  other  records,  was 
April  14,  1864.  This  conclusion  appears  to  me  to  be  inevitable  and 
conclusive  from  said  records,  and  the  facts  stated  therein  are  abso- 
lutely inconsistent  and  wholly  in<».ompatible  with  the  presumption, 
suggested  in  your  communication,  that  during  the  period  intervening 
between  the  date  of  his  discharge  as  given  in  the  certificate  of  dis- 
ability and  the  muster-out  roll.  April  14,  1864,  and  the  date  of  dis- 
charge as  given  in  said  "other  records,"  May  21,  1864,  the  "soldier 
chose  to  remain  with  his  command  after  his  discharge  to  await  trans- 
portation north." 

So  far  from  such  a  presumption  being  "a  fair  and  reasonable"  one, 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  completely  and  conclusively  refuted  by  the  facts 
stated  in  said  "other  records,"  which  were,  presumably,  the  daily 
reports,  returns,  and  rolls  of  his  company,  and  are  equally  as  authori- 
tative as  to  all  facts  therein  stated  as  the  records  showing  that  the 
soldier  was  discharged  on  Apil  14,  1864. 

If  the  soldier  was,  as  you  suggest,  "simply  a  hanger-on  at  hospital 
and  camp,  and  remained  in  camp  or  hospital  as  before  stated  after  his 
discharge  to  await  transportation  north  by  steamer,"  it  is  perfectly 
inexplicable  that  he  should  have  been  carried  on  the  rolls  of  his  com- 
pany during  this  period  as  present  for  duty  and  as  on  duty;  that  he 
should  have  been  assigned  from  regular  or  ordinary  duty  to  "light 
duty"  on  April  26, 1864;  that  his  absence  from  duty,  " sick  in  camp," 
should  have  been  noted  on  the  rolls  on  April  27,  May  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 
1864;  and  that  he  should  have  been  reported  as  finally  and  actually 
discharged  the  service  and  relieved  from  military  duty  only  on  May 
21,  1864.  There  is,  besides,  not  a  word  of  testimony  nor  a  particle 
of  evidence  of  any  kind  in  the  case  to  sustain  such  a  presumption  or 
tending  in  any  way  to  show  that  the  soldier  remained  about  the  camp 
of  his  command  after  he  was  actually  dbcharged  and  relieved  from 
military  duty  with  his  company  for  any  period  of  time  whatever, 
either  to  await  transportation  north  by  steamer  or  for  any  other  pur- 
pose, or  showing  that  he  was  ever  in  hospital  at  any  time  during  his 
military  service. 

Neither  am  1  able  to  concur  in  your  conclusion  that  the  provisions 
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of  section  4701,  Revised  Statutes,  were  not  "designed  to  apply  to  the 
case  of  a  soldier  discharged  on  individual  muster-out  roll  where  a 
discrepancy  or  interval  occurred  between  the  date  of  discharge  and 
the  date  of  the  soldier's  actual  separation  from  the  service.^'  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  language  of  said  section  necessarily  applies  directly  to 
and  was  intended  to  cover  the  case  of  a  soldier  who  was  technically 
discharged  or  mustered  out  of  the  service,  but  who,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  was  held  in  the  service  for  a  longer  period,  and  not  actually 
separated  therefrom  or  relieved  from  military  duty  and  control  until 
a  subsequent  date.  The  words  used  in  said  section,  ''or  until  their 
actual  discharge  for  other  cause  than  the  expiration  of  the  service  of 
such  organization,''  can  only  refer  to  the  actual  release  of  the  soldier 
from  military  duty  and  control  and  his  actual  separation  from  the 
service  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  conclusion  announced 
in  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  this  case  was  fully  warranted  and 
justified  by  the  facts  shown  by  the  record  at  that  time  in  the  papers 
and  considered  by  the  Department,  and  upon  which  said  opinion  was 
based. 

It  appears,  however,  that  since  this  case  was  before  the  Department 
on  appeal  the  soldier  has  been  called  upon  to  furnish  his  discharge 
certificate,  and  that  the  same  was  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on 
October  16,  1900.  This  certificate  states  that  the  soldier  was  dis- 
charged the  service  of  the  United  States  on  April  14,  1864,  and  cor- 
responds with  the  date  of  discharge  given  in  the  certificate  of  disability 
and  the  muster-out  roll.  Furthermore,  on  October  27,  1900,  said  dis- 
charge certificate  and  all  the  other  papers  in  the  case  bearing  on  the 
question  of  the  soldier's  discharge  were  resubmitted  to  the  authorities 
of  the  War  Department,  for  their  consideration,  and  on  October  29, 
1900,  the  same  were  returned  by  the  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension 
OflBce  of  the  War  Department — 

*  *  ♦  with  the  informatiou  that  it  has  been  determined  by  this  Department 
from  the  records  and  from  the  discharge  c*ertificate  of  Martin  CoIlinB,  Company  D, 
Fifty-fourth  New  York  Volunteers,  that  he  was  discharged  the  service  April  14, 1864, 
by  reason  of  disability. 

The  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  for  the  War  Department  was  also  caDed 
upon  on  November  10  and  17,  1900,  for  information  whether  the  sol- 
dier had  been  paid  for  any  period  of  service  subsequent  to  April  14, 
1864,  and  replied  on  November  23,  19(X),  stating  that  the  records  of 
his  office  failed  to  show  that  any  payment  was  ever  made  to  the  soldier 
for  any  period  of  his  service  in  said  organization. 

So  far  as  I  am  able  to  discover,  these  additional  matters  that  have 
been  introduced  into  the  case  since  it  was  formerly  considered  by  the 
Department  do  not  change  its  status  In  any  important  respect,  and  add 
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nothing  material  to  the  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  of  this 
soldier's  '^actual  discharge"  from  the  service. 

The  date  of  discharge  given  in  the  discharge  certificate  was  evidently 
taken  from  the  date  given  in  the  certificate  of  disability  and  the  muster- 
out  roll,  and  does  not  afford  any  explanation  whatever  of  the  fact  that 
the  soldier  is  shown  by  the  oflScial  records  of  his  company  to  have  been 
on  duty  and  to  have  been  held  to  military  service,  and  not  actually 
relieved  therefrom  nor  released  from  military  control  and  actually 
separated  from  the  service  and  discharged,  for  a  period  of  about  thirty- 
seven  days  after  th^t  date.  "^ 

The  communication  from  the  War  Department  of  October  29, 1900, 
contains  merely  a  deduction  or  conclusion  of  the  oflScers  of  that  Depart- 
ment, drawn  from  the  same  facts  and  based  upon  the  same  records 
that  were  in  evidence  before  the  Pension  Bureau  and  this  Department, 
and  is  in  no  sense  binding  upon  this  Department  in  the  determination 
of  the  length  of  this  soldier's  pensionable  service  under  the  provisions 
of  the  pension  laws.  The  facts  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  relative  to  the  soldier's  service  and  dis(;harge  are  binding 
and  conclusive  upon  this  Depai*tment,  but  the  deductions  and  conclu- 
sions of  the  officers  of  the  War  Department  drawn  therefrom  are  not, 
and  have  never  been  held  to  be,  although  such  opinions  are  strongly 
persuasive  and  are  always  to  be  treated  with  due  consideration  and 
respect. 

The  reply  of  the  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  shows  that  there 
is  no  record  of  any  payment  whatever  having  been  made  to  the  soldier 
for  any  period  of  his  military  semce,  and  therefore  adds  nothing 
material  to  the  case,  and  serves  to  throw  no  light  whatever  upon  the 
question  of  the  date  of  the  soldier's  actual  discharge. 

As  long  as  the  records  of  the  soldier's  company,  showing  that  he 
was  actually  on  duty,  that  he  was  under  military  control  and  was  not 
released  therefrom  nor  separated  from  the  military  service  as  a  matter 
of  fact  from  April  14,  1864,  to  May  21,  1864,  stand  unexplained, 
undisputed,  and  are  to  be  considered  authoritative,  I  am  constrained 
to  hold  that  said  latter  date  must  be  accepted  as  the  date  of  his  '^actual 
discharge  "  from  the  service,  and  that  under  the  express  provisions  of 
section  4701,  Revised  Statutes,  the  period  of  his  pensionable  service 
will  extend  to  that  date,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  other  records 
hereinbefore  mentioned  show  his  discharge  on  April  14,  1864. 

The  foregoing  views  relative  to  the  construction  to  be  given  the 
words  ''actual  discharge,"  as  used  in  section  4701,  Revised  Statutes, 
and  as  to  what  constitutes  the  "  actual  discharge  "  of  a  soldier  from  the 
military  service,  are  fully  sustained  by  the  opinion  of  the  Judge- 
Advocate-General  of  the  United  States  Army,  cited  in  full  in  the  case 
of  Elizabeth  H.  Poland,  widow  (8  P.  D.,  266),  and  which  is  cited  and 
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approved  b^'  the  Department  in  the  case  of  David  H.  Dyer  (9  P.  D., 
87),  wherein  the  question  herein  involved  is  exhaustively  and  elabor- 
ately discussed. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  decision  in  this  case  of  August  31, 
1899,  will  be  adhered  to,  and  you  are  requested  to  proceed  with  the 
read  judication  of  this  claim  upon  its  merits  as  heretofore  directed. 

The  papers  in  the  ease  are  herewith  returned. 


deciiarations-jtrrisdictiox-execx'tiox. 
Samuel  Berry. 

The  declaration  purporta  to  have  been  made  on  August  10,  1888,  before  the  deputy 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  same  was  executed  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  of  said  State- 

Held,  The  declaration  is  invalid. 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  X.  Camphell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensioihi. 

January  31^  1901. 

On  August  10,  1888,  Samuel  Berry,  formerly  of  Company  E,  First 
California  Cavalry,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  based  upon  a  disability  alleged  to  be  the  result  of  an  injury  to 
the  back  and  rheumatism.  On  June  7, 1890,  he  filed  a  similar  declara- 
tion, based  upon  substantially  the  same  allegations. 

On  June  25,  1898,  before  action  vzas  taken  upon  the  merits  of  the 
claim,  the  first  declaration  was,  on  account  of  certain  facts  disclosed 
upon  special  examination,  held  to  be  invalid  and  materially  defective. 

The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  executed  in  the  county  of 
Macomb,  State  of  Michigan,  before  Orlando  N.  Devereaux,  deputy- 
clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  said  county.  To  the  declaration  is  also 
affixed  the  seal  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  State  of 
Michigan.  On  December  20,  1897,  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  instituted 
proceedings  indicated  by  the  following  letter: 

To  the  Chief  op  the  Special  Examination  Division. 

Sir:  Herewith  are  transmitted  the  papers  in  the  claim  of  Samuel  Berry,  formerly 
of  Company  E,  First  California  Cavaln-,  No.  667901. 

A  declaration  in  this  case  filed  August  10, 1888,  purports  execution  by  the  claimant 
on  July  31,  1888,  in  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  before  Orlando  N.  Devereaux,  with 
M.  A.  Densmore,  of  Traverse  City,  Mich.,  and  P.  F.  Simmonds,  of  Maple  City,  Mich., 
as  identifying  witnessas. 

You  are  requested  to  place  these  papers  in  the  hands  of  a  special  examiner  whose 
district  includes  Benzie  County,  Mich.,  with  instructions  to  take  the  deposition  of 
the  claimant  at  Oslx)me,  Mich.,  who  should  Ije  interrogated  as  to  where  and  before 
whom  said  declaration  was  executed;  whether  or  not  he  was  in  Macomb  County, 
Mich.,  on  or  about  the  date  said  paper  wai»  executed,  and  any  circumstances,  within 
his  recollection,  connected  with  the  execution  of  said  declaration. 

The  depositions  of  M.  A.  Densmore  and  P.  F.  Simmonds,  who  resided  at  Traveree 

..gitized  by  Google 


DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  211 

City  and  Maple  City,  respectively,  should  be  taken,  and  they  should  be  interrogated 
as  to  where  and  before  whom  the  declaration  was  executed;  whether  they  were  in 
Mac^omb  CJounty,  Mich.,  on  or  about  the  date  of  execution,  and  any  other  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  execution  of  said  declaration  within  their  recollection. 

This  case  should  be  made  special,  and  upon  the  completion  of  the  investigation 
the  papers  should  be  returned  to  the  law  division,  this  letter  appearing  as  an  exhibit 
to  the  examiner's  report 

In  accordance  with  the  directions  contained  in  the  above-mentioned 
letter  a  special  examination  was  conducted  in  the  month  of  January, 
1898,  at  which  time  it  was  disclosed  by  the  evidence  of  the  claimant 
and  others  that  the  said  declaration  was  not  executed  in  Macomb 
Count}^,  Mich.,  but  in  Traverse  City,  Grand  Traverse  County,  in  said 
State.  It  appears  that  on  the  last  of  July  and  first  of  August,  1888, 
there  was  a  reunion  of  soldiers  and  sailors  assembled  at  Traverse  City, 
and  that  during  the  encampment  one  J.  L.  Starkwether  occupied  a 
tent  upon  the  grounds  as  a  pension  attorney.  At  this  time  and  place 
said  attorney  prepared  the  declaration  in  question,  which  was  then  and 
there  executed  in  full.  The  claimant  thinks  that  the  name  of  the 
person  who  administered  the  oath  was  Thornton,  but  he  is  not  sure  of 
that.     He  is  not  acquainted  with  Orlando  N.  Devereaux. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  thus  disclosed  said  declaration  was  held  to  be 
invalid,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  September  19, 
1898,  resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  claimant  was  quite  unaware 
of  any  irregularity  touching  the  manner  in  which  the  declaration  was 
prepared  and  that  he  should  not  be  held  amenable  for  the  blunder  of 
a  pension  attorney. 

This  contention  is  untenable.  A  client  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his 
attorney  so  long  as  they  are  confined  to  the  legitimate  scope  of  his 
duty  and  obligation  under  the  contract  of  employment. 

Under  the  law  as  it  stood  when  the  declaration  in  question  was 
executed,  as  set  forth  in  section  4714,  Revised  Statutes,  the  same  had 
to  be  made  ''before  a  court  of  record  or  before  some  officer  thereof 
having  custody  of  its  seal."  This  declaration  purports  to  have  been 
executed  before  the  deputy  clerk  of  a  court  of  record  of  Macomb 
County,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  it  was 
really  made  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  in  said  State.  The  jurisdiction 
of  said  court  was  limited  to  the  county  of  Macomb,  and  consequently 
its  acts  or  the  acts  of  its  officers  outside  the  limits  of  said  county  do 
not  import  verity,  and  are,  therefore,  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  action  seems  to  have  been  proper,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 
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marriaoe-evidence—pbesumptiox  of  death— new  york  laws. 
Annie  Notman  (widow). 

Appellant  was  married  to  one  David  King  in  1852,  in  Scotland.  Between  1855  and 
1856  said  King  came  to  the  United  States,  leaving  his  wife  in  Scotland;  there- 
after he  sent  for  her,  and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  him  at  Cohoes,  N.  T.,  where 
they  lived  as  man  and  wife  until  October  of  that  year,  when  on  aceount  of  the 
closing  of  the  mill  in  which  he  was  employed  he  left  home  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  work  and  has  never  been  seen  or  heard  from  since  by  appellant.  In 
December,  1865,  claimant  married  James  Notman,  who  died  May  26,  1892,  leav- 
ing her  without  property  or  means  of  support. 

Held^  That  claimant  was  the  legal  widow  of  James  Notman  under  the  laws  of  New 
York  and  that  her  claim  as  such  is  sufficiently  proved  under  the  law  as  stated 
in  the  case  of  Davie  r.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  and  that  under  the  evidence  she  is 
entitled  to  pension  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Notman  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890. 

The  cases  of  Lavanchia  L.  Salisbury  (7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spicer  v.  Spicer  (16  Abb. 
Prac.  Repts. )  referred  to  and  distinguished. 

Assistant  Secretary  i^  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

January  31^  1901, 

James  Notman  enlisted  as  a  private  of  Company  G,  Fifth  Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer  Cavalry,  August  10,  1861,  and  was  honorablj-  dis- 
charged therefrom  as  a  sergeant  August  7,  1865.  February  21, 1881, 
he  was  pensioned  at  ^3  per  month  on  account  of  loss  of  left  index 
finger,  and  afterwards  his  pension  was  increased  to  $4:  per  month,  which 
amount  he  received  to  the  time  of  his  death,  which  occurred  on  May 
26,  1892. 

June  25,  1892,  the  claimant  herein,  under  the  name  of  Annie  Not- 
man, filed  two  applications  for  pension,  one  under  the  general  law  and 
one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Not- 
man. Both  claims  were  rejected  b}^  the  Bureau  on  September  30, 1893, 
on  the  ground  that  claimant  had  no  title,  having  failed  to  prove  the 
death  of  her  former  husband  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  deceased 
soldier. 

March  22,  1894,  claimant  appealed  therefrom  to  the  Department, 
and  on  October  30,  1894,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  her 
claim  was  affirmed. 

September  21,  1896,  claimant  filed  a  certificate  of  the  register  of 
deaths  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  showing  that  on  January  15, 1859,  a  man 
by  the  name  of  Dickson  King  died  at  that  city,  aged  30  years. 

January  8, 1897,  the  Bureau  held  that  this  certificate  could  not  be 
accepted  as  proof  of  the  death  of  claimant's  first  husband,  whose  name 
was  David  King. 

November  15, 1897,  attorney  for  claimant  filed  an  affidavit  of  Letitia 
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Herron,  a  sister  of  David  King,  claimant's  first  husband,  stating  that 
as  far  as  she  knew — 

Da\dd  King  is  dead  and  believe  that  he  is  the  person  buried  in  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
in  1859,  and  is  on  the  rejrfster  of  the  health  office  as  Dickson  King.  I  have  not 
heard  of  him  since  hearing  of  his  death  in  1859. 

March  8, 1898,  the  Bureau  held  that  the  showing  made  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  any  change  in  the  action  rejecting  claimant's  claims, 
and  October  14,  1898,  claimant's  attorney  appealed  from  the  action  of 
the  Bureau. 

Prior  to  claimant's  marriage  to  the  deceased  soldier  she  was  married 
to  one  David  King,  and  the  material  question  presented  by  the  appeal 
is  whether  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  such  in  character  as  would 
entitle  her  to  a  pension  as  his  widow. 

The  undisputed  testimony  in  the  case  shows  that  in  July,  1852, 
appellant  was  married  to  said  King  in  Scotland,  and  the}^  lived  there 
together  as  man  and  wife  for  about  three  years  and  a  half,  when  the 
husband  came  to  this  country,  leaving  his  wife  there.  He  located  at 
Coboes,  N.  Y.,  where  he  was  employed  in  a  cotton  mill.  About  a 
year  and  a  half  after  his  arrival  in  this  country  he  sent  for  his  wife, 
and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  her  husband  at  Cohoes,  where  they  lived 
as  husband  and  wife  until  some  time  in  the  fall  of  that  year,  when  the 
mill  at  which  he  was  emplo3^ed  was  closed  on  account  of  the  financial 
stringency  prevailing  at  that  time,  and  her  husband  was  thrown  out 
of  employment.  In  October,  1857,  her  husband  went  away  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  work,  and  claimant  has  never  seen  or  heard  any- 
thing definite  from  him  since  that  time.  There  was  no  disagreement 
nor  trouble  between  them  prior  to  or  at  the  time  he  left  home.  His 
sole  pui'pose  in  going  away  was  to  find  employment.  Claimant 
remained  at  Cohoes  and  worked  away  from  home,  washing  and  such 
other  work  as  she  could  get  to  do,  and  supported  hereelf  and  two 
children  she  had  by  King.     She  states  that  she — 

looked  forward  to  the  time  when  he  would  return  or  write  for  me  to  come  to  him 
but  no  word  ever  came,  and  after  years  of  absence  I  concluded  he  was  dead,  or  some 
one  would  have  seen  him  or  I  would  have  heard  from  him.     *    ♦    * 

Some  years  after  her  husband  went  away  a  tramp  told  her  that  her 
husband  was  dead;  that  he  died  in  a  hospital  somewhere  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Before  Notman  enlisted  in  the  Army  he  was  acquainted  with  claim- 
ant's husband  King,  and  after  his  return  from  the  Army  he  boarded 
at  the  house  where  claimant  worked  until  they  were  married,  in 
December,  1865.  Before  they  were  married  they  talked  over  the 
matter  of  King's  absence,  and  both  believed,  as  he  had  been  gone  for 
over  seven  years  and  nothing  had  been  heard  from  him,  that  he  was 
dead.     At  the  time  claimant  married  Notman,  King  had  been  absent 
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for  over  eight  years,  and  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  it  is  clear  that 
both  parties  to  the  latter  marriage  believed  that  her  former  husband. 
King,  was  dead,  and  acted  in  good  faith  in  the  premises.  James  Xot- 
man  died  May  26,  1892,  leaving  claimant  in  straitened  circumstances 
and  without  means  of  support  or  property. 

The  attorney  for  appellant  refers  to  the  case  of  Frances  E,  Wyant 
(unreported),  decided  by  the  Department  May  19,  1894,  and  contends 
that  it  should  govern  this  case. 

Among  other  things  in  said  case  it  is  said: 

In  England  it  has  long  been  settled  as  a  rule  of  law  that  a  man  is  presomed  to  be 
dead  at  the  expiration  of  seven  yeans  from  the  time  he  was  last  known  to  be  living; 
and  this  principle  has  been  followed  and  adopted  by  nearly  all  the  courts  of  the 
several  States  of  this  country.  The  statutes  of  New  York  declare  that,  "  If  any  per- 
son whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  absented  himself  or  herself  for  the  space  of 
h\e  consecutive  years  without  being  known  to  such  person  to  be  living  daring  that 
time  shall  marry  during  the  lifetime  of  such  absent  husband  or  wife,  the  marriage 
shall  be  void  only  from  the  time  its  nullity  shall  be  pronounced  by  a  court  of  com- 
petent authority."     (Sec.  6,  chap.  8,  art.  1,  vol.  3,  p.  2332,  N.  Y.  R.  S.) 

In  cases  like  this,  section  2  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  provides 
that  marriages  shall  be  proven — 

to  be  legal  marriages,  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at 
the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when  the  pension  accrued.     *    *    ♦ 

Appellant  was  married  to  Notman  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and 
resided  in  that  State  when  she  applied  for  pension.  Under  the  statute 
of  New  York  and  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  her 
man-iage  to  Notman  was  authorized,  and  therefore  could  not  be  said  to 
be  invalid.  It  is  true  that  su(!h  marriage  might  have  been  inquired 
into  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  upon  a  proper  showing 
might  have  been  pronounced  void  by  such  court;  but  so  long  as  the 
marriage  remains  undisturbed  by  a  court  it  must  retain  all  the  char- 
acteristics of  a  valid  marriage.  More  than  thirty-five  years  have 
elapsed  since  said  marriage  occurred;  and  so  far  as  the  testimony  shows 
its  validity  has  not  been  questioned,  and  there  is  no  presumption  that 
it  ever  will  be  annulled.  Under  these  circmnstances  there  is  no  good 
reason  for  holding  that  said  marriage  was  illegal  and  thereupon  deny- 
ing claimant  a  pension,  if  she  is  otherwise  entitled  to  one  under  the 
pension  laws.  Stated  in  another  form,  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 
New  York  in  cases  coming  within  its  provisions  is  to  create  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  husband  who  is  absent,  unheard  of  for  tive  years  in 
succession  is  dead.  This  presumption  having  been  established  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case  must  be  held  to  continue  until  it  is  rebutted  or 
overcome  by  sufficient  evidence. 

The  question  of  the  validity  of  the  claimant's  marriage  to  Notman 
was  considered  when  the  case  was  here  on  the  former  appeal,  and 
decided  adversely  to  her  upon  the  authority  of  Lavanchia  L.  Salisbury 
(7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spicer  r,  Spicer  (16  Abb.  Pmc.  Repts.,  N.  S.,  112). 

These  cases  arc  clearly  not  in  point,  as  thevjiiffer  from  the  case  at 
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bar  in  their  essential  facts.  In  the  Salisbury  case  the  claimant  had 
previousl}'  been  married,  which  marriage  she  claimed  had  been  "dis- 
solved by  mutual  consent."  At  the  time  of  claimant's  marriage  to  the 
soldier  she  had  a  husband  living  from  whom  she  was  not  divorced. 

In  Spicer  v.  Spicer  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  based  upon  the  allega- 
tion that  she  was  the  widow  of  John  Spicer,  and  the  court  found  that 
the  first  question  which  arose  in  the  case  was  '*  whether  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  entitled  to  dower  in  lands  of  which  John  Spicer  might 
have  died  seised."  The  defense  was  that  the  marriage  to  Spicer  was 
void,  because  Miller,  the  absent  husband,  was  still  living,  and  said 
Miller  was  produced  as  a  witness  and  testified  upon  the  trial.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  court  held  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 
entitled  to  admeasurement  of  dower  as  the  widow  of  John  Spicer. 

It  thus  appears  that  in  each  of  these  cases  the  claimants  had  living 
husbands  by  former  marriages  from  whom  they  had  not  been  divorced 
at  the  times  they  contracted  marriage  with  the  persons  under  whom 
they  claimed  as  widows,  while  in  this  case  there  is  nothing  to  show 
that  claimant's  husband  King  was  living  when  she  married  the  soldier. 

Since  the  Department  decided  this  case  Congress  has  seen  fit  to  pass 
an  act  regulating  proof  of  death  in  pension  cases  providing: 

That  in  considering  claims  filed  under  the  pension  laws  the  death  of  an  enlisted 
man  or  officer  shall  be  considered  as  sufficiently  proved  if  satisfactory  evidence  is 
produced  establishing  the  fact  of  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  such 
enlisted  man  or  officer  from  his  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  during 
which  period  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  shall  have  been  received.  And  any 
pension  granted  under  this  act  shall  cease  upon  proof  that  such  officer  or  enlisted 
man  is  still  living.     (Act  of  March  13,  1896.) 

This  practically  applies  to  all  pension  cases  the  common  law  rule  as 
laid  down  in  Davie  v,  Briggs.     (97  U.  S.,  628.) 

It  follows  that  the  Department  erred  in  its  former  decision  in  fol- 
lowing the  cases  cited,  and  it  also  follows  that  the  law  passed  since 
said  decision  covers  the  case  under  consideration. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


fee— refuxdment-evii>enck— presumptiox. 

Edward  W.  Stephens  (claimant). 

G.  W.  Mitchell  (attorney). 

After  the  lapse  of  several  years  from  the  date  of  an  action  of  the  Bureau  adjudging 
that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee,  it  will  be  presumed,  when  it  appears  that 
said  attorney  performed  the  material  service  necessary  to  earn  a  fee,  that  he 
observed  the  rules  of  practice  as  regards  mere  formal  service. 

Assistant  Secnta/y  F,  L.  CantpheU  to  the  Cominlsmorwr  of  Pe)ii<i07is^ 

January  31^  1001, 

G.  W.  Mitchell,  of  Peabody,  Kans.,  February  7,  1900,  entered  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bun^au  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue 
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of  October  20,  1895,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law 
of  Edward  W.  Stephens,  who  serv^ed  in  Compan}-  G,  Eighty-ninth 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Edward  "VV.  Stephens  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  general 
law  at  the  rate  of  ^524  per  month,  on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of 
breast  and  lungs  and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  when  in  his  behalf,  on 
April  IS,  1SS9,  a  chiim  for  straight  increase  was  filed  by  Legg  & 
Davisson,  of  Topeka,  Kans.,  which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in 
their  favor.  Said  firm  was  composed  of  A.  M.  Legg  and  R.  A.  Dfcivis- 
son.  The  firm  was  dissolved  July  17, 1889,  and  by  a  subsequent  agree- 
ment Mr.  Davisson  was  to  be  recognized  in  all  pension  claims  filed  in 
the  firm  name  at  the  time.  On  December  20,  1889,  the  claimant, 
through  a  member  of  Congress,  was  called  upon  for  evidence  showing 
total  inability  for  manual  labor  on  account  of  pensioned  disability. 
At  the  time  the  call  wa*s  made  notice  to  a  claimant  was  notice  to  the 
attorney:  this  was  the  pmctice  until  December  30,  1894,  the  date  of 
the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Calista  M.  Hardy  (7  P.  D., 
39),  when  a  more  equitable  rule  was  laid  down.  However,  the  prac- 
tice at  the  time  said  call  was  made  was  to  require  the  evidence  noted, 
in  a  claim  for  straight  increase,  when  the  claimant  was  in  receipt  of 
pension  at  the  rate  of  ^24  per  month  for  other  than  specific  disability: 
as  Mr.  Davisson  was  the  original  attorney*,  it  was  his  duty  to  file  evi- 
dence showing  total  disability  for  performing  manual  labor  on  account 
of  accepted  cause.  He  did  not  file  such  evidence,  and  therefore 
became  in  neglect  at  least  on  December  20,  1890,  one  3^ear  from  the 
date  of  the  aforementioned  call  of  the  Bureau,  if  not  at  an  earlier  date: 
he  continued  to  call  up  the  case. 

A.  M.  Legg,  then  of  Toi>eka5  Kans.,  September  24,  1889,  and  Feb- 
ruaiy  21,  1890,  filed  declaration  for  increase  of  pension  in  behalf  of 
Edward  W.  Stephens,  each  of  which  declarations  contained  a  power 
of  attorne}'  in  favor  of  said  A.  M.  Legg.  Mr.  Legg  called  up  the 
Cii^e  many  times  during  the  years  1S89,  1890,  1891,  1892,  1893,  1894, 
and  subse(iueiitly. 

In  behalf  of  Edward  W.  Stephens,  the  appellant  filed  March  17, 189(X 
a  declaration  for  additional  pension  and  for  straight  increase,  and  on 
the  same  date  he  filed  evidence.  He  called  up  the  case  December  3, 
1891,  July  28,  181*2,  and  January  3,  1893.  The  declaration  contained 
a  power  of  attorney  in  favor  of  Mr.  Mitchell.  Of  the  fifteen  affidavits 
tiled  by  the  appellant  on  March  17,  181M),  ten  of  them,  including  three 
medical  affidavits,  related  to  the  soldier's  impaired  physical  condition, 
due  to  causes  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  and  tended  to  show  that  he 
was  totally  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  by 
reason  of  disability  due  to  said  causes. 

A  medical  examination  was  ordered  through  Mr.  Mitchell  and  held 
February  25,  1891. 
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On  October  29,  1895,  certificate  issued  to  allow  the  rate  of  $30  per 
month  on  account  of  gunshot  wound  of  left  breast  and  lung  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart,  from  date  of  holding  medical  examination 
February  25,  1891.  A  fee  of  $10  was  certified  to  him  for  his  seiTices 
in  securing  an  allowance  of  straight  increase. 

On  January  22,  1900,  the  Bureau  requested  Mr.  Mitchell  to  refund 
the  fee  paid  him  on  the  issue  of  October  29,  1895,  upon  the  ground 
that  he  had  no  title  to  it;  that  Mr.  Legg  had  prior  rights  in  the  case 
and  the  fee  should  be  paid  to  him.  Mr.  Mitchell  has  refunded  the  fee 
under  protest  and  entered  an  appeal. 

It  is  very  manifest  that  A.  M.  Legg  has  no  title  to  the  fee,  as  he 
never  rendered  any  material  seiTice  in  securing  the  pension  allowed. 
He  1aled  a  declaration  for  increase,  but  such  service  had  been  performed 
by  the  firm  of  Legg  &  Davisson.  Mr.  Legg  did  not  succeed  to  the 
rights  of  said  firm,  which  were  subsequently  forfeited  by  Mr.  Davis- 
son.  Mr.  Legg  filed  many  calls  for  status,  and  in  1894  a  firm  to  which 
he  belonged  filed  some  evidence.  However,  the  appellant  had  filed  all 
necessary  evidence  in  March,  1890.  Mr.  Legg,  therefore,  filed  only 
duplicate  evidence,  a  duplicate  declaration  and  calls  for  status;  such 
services  are  not  deemed  material,  and  in  this  case  were  in  no  way 
essential  in  securing  an  allowance  of  pension. 

The  appellant's  title  to  the  fee  is  denied  bj'  the  Bureau  upon  the 
ground  that  his  power  of  attorney  never  became  operative  in  the  claim 
for  straight  increase. 

The  powers  of  attorney  in  favor  of  Mr.  Legg  and  the  power  of 
attorney  in  favor  of  appellant  were  filed  at  a  time  when  Mr.  Davisson 
was  entitled  to  recognition,  and  therefore  were  inoperative  when 
filed.  Upon  the  default  of  Mr.  Davisson  the  Bureau  exercised  its 
prerogative,  under  the  practice  then  in  vogue,  and  recognized  a  new 
attorney,  though  his  power  was  filed  at  a  time  when  he  was  not  enti- 
tled to  recognition.  In  this  case  there  were  two  attorneys  who  had 
filed  powers  in  their  favor.  It  seems  that  the  Bureau  saw  fit  to  recog- 
nize the  last  attorney  appointed  by  the  claimant.  This  would  be  per- 
missible, as  no  attorney  had  any  prior  rights  in  the  case,  for  the  filing 
of  a  power  of  attorney  when  another  was  entitled  to  recognition  did 
not  at  the  time  in  question  create  an  inchoate  right  which  could  be 
perfected  by  calls  for  status.  So,  under  the  practice,  it  was  optional 
with  the  Bureau  to  recognize  the  appellant.  It  recognized  him,  and 
therefore  his  power  of  attorney  became  operativ^e.  Hence  the  ground 
assigned  by  the  Bureau  for  requiring  the  appellant  to  refund  the  fee 
is  not  well  taken. 

My  attention  has  been  directed  to  the  fact  that  there  is  no  evidence 
that  Mr.  Mitchell  called  up  the  case  every  year  after  it  was  completed 
until  June  16, 1894,  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  John  S.  Keisor  (7  P.  D.,  558).     There  is  no  call  slip  in^he  ease 
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bearing  an  indorsement  subsequent  to  January  3,  1893.  Failure  to 
call  up  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  general  law  at  intervals  of  less 
than  a  year  during  the  period  noted  would  work  a  forfeiture  of  rights. 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  Mr.  Mitchell  did  not  call  up  the  case 
subsequently  to  January  3,  1893,  except  that  now  there  is  no  call  slip 
in  the  case  indorsed  as  filed  by  him  after  that  date.  If  no  such  slip 
was  on  file  at  the  time  the  claim  was  allowed,  its  absence  would  have 
been  noted.  At  least  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  Bureau  obsen^ed 
the  rules.  Inasmuch  as  the  filing  of  a  call  for  status  is  not  deemed 
material  service  after  the  lapse  of  several  years  from  the  date  of  an 
action  of  the  Bureau  adjudging  that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee,  it 
will  be  presumed,  when  it  appears  that  he  performed  the  material 
service  to  earn  a  fee,  that  he  observed  the  rules  of  practice  as  regards 
mere  formal  service. 

I  therefore  fail  to  discover  that  Mr.  Mitchell  forfeited  his  rights 
to  the  fee  by  reason  of  neglect  of  the  case.  The  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  paying  the  fee  to  appellant  should  not  have  been  disturbed  after  the 
lapse  of  so  many  years  as  had  passed  by  before  he  was  called  upon  to 
refund  the  fee  that  was  paid  to  him,  unless  it  clearly  appeared  that 
some  person  had  better  title  to  the  fee  than  Mr.  Mitchell  had,  and 
whose  rights  had  been  ignored  by  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau  having 
determined  title  to  the  fee,  it  should  not  question  the  judgment  therein 
unless  the  evidence  of  error  is  specific.  Any  person  who  deems  that 
he  has  better  title  to  the  fee  than  the  person  to  whom  the  fee  was  paid 
by  the  Bureau  has  his  remedy  by  appeal  to  this  Department.  In  this 
case  it  appears  that  Mr.  Mitchell's  title  to  the  fee  is  perfect;  therefore 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  requiring  him  to  refund  the  same  is  reversed. 


ser^^ce— >rexican  ^vak— act  januart  29,  1887- 
Thomas  MgGinniss. 

The  mere  fact  that  claimant  served  as  a  sailor  during  the  war  with  Mexico  is  not 
enough  to  entitle  him  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29, 1887,  but  he 
must  have  served  sixty  days  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en 
route  thereto,  or  actually  engaged  in  battle,  or  been  personally  named  by  a 
resolution  of  Congress  for  specific  service  rendered  therein. 

AasiHtant  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphell  to  the  Comrai^ioner  of  Pensiam^ 

February  11^  1901. 

February  15,  1897,  Thomas  McGinniss  filed  an  application  for  a  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  as  a  survivor  of  the  war  with 
Mexico,  alleging  that  on  or  about  the  8th  day  of  May,  1846,  he  enlisted 
at  Boston,  Mass.,  as  a  seaman  for  the  term  of  three  years,  and  wai 
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honorably  discharged  at  Gosport,  Va.,  February  27,  1849;  that  he 
actually  served  with  the  Navy  of  the  United  States — 

in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto  in  the  war  with 
that  nation,  which  9er^uce  was  as  follows:  I  eer\'ed  on  the  guardship  OhiOf  was  sent 
to  United  States  frigate  United  States^  from  thence  to  Africa,  thence  up  the  Medi- 
terranean, back  to  Africa,  and  to  Go8i)ort,  Va. ; 

that  he  was  67  years  of  age,  having  been  born  in  1830.  In  an  affidavit 
filed  November  27,  1897,  claunant  states  that  he  is  72  years  old  and 
wholly  disabled  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor. 

March  9,  1897,  your  Bureau  requested  the  Auditor  of  the  Navy 
Department  to  state  what  evidence  the  records  of  his  office  afford  of 
the  service  of  claimant,  and  May  11,  1897,  he  reported  that — 

Thomas  McGinniss,  O.  S.,  enlisted  on  the  Ohio  May  S,  1846,  and  ser\'ed  to  May  21, 
1846,  and  was  discharged  from  the  United  States  February  27,  1849. 

January  24,  1898,  the  Bureau  rejected  McGinniss's  claim  on  the 
ground  that  the  ships  on  which  ser\dce  was  rendered  were  not  in 
Mexican  waters  during  claimant's  service. 

October  17, 1898,  claimant's  attorney  appealed  to  the  Department 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  rejecting  his  claim.  Said  attorney 
contends  in  the  appeal: 

That  having  enlisted  for  service  in  the  Mexican  war,  and  having  served  honorably 
for  over  two  years,  being  at  all  times  subject  to  the  orders  of  his  country  and  his 
oflScers,  it  would  be  unjust  and  lacking  in  equity,  and  bad  law  (in  my  opinion),  to 
hold  that  he  waa  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  ser\'ice  in  Mexican  war. 

The  facts  found  b}-  the  Bureau  that  the  ships  on  which  McGinniss 
served  were  not  in  Mexican  waters  during  his  service  are  not  in  any 
manner  called  in  question,  disputed,  nor  denied  in  the  appeal. 

The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  provides — 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed 
to  place  on  the  pension  roll  the  names  of  the  surviving  officers  and  enlisted  men, 
including  marines,  militia,  and  volunteers,  of  the  military  and  naval  ser^*ices  of  the 
United  States  who,  being  duly  enlisted,  actually  served  sixty  days  with  the  Army  or 
Navy  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route 
thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  or  were  actually  engaged  in  a  battle  in  said  war, 
and  were  honorably  discharged,  and  to  such  officers  and  soldiers  and  sailors  as  may 
have  been  personally  named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress  for  any  epecilic  service  in 
said  war,  and  the  surviving  widow  of  such  officers  and  enlisted  men:  Prorided,  That 
such  widows  have  not  married:  Provided,  That  every  such  officer,  enlisted  man,  or 
widow  who  is  or  may  become  sixty-two  years  of  age,  or  who  is  or  may  become  sub- 
ject to  any  disability  or  dependency  equivalent  to  some  cause  prescribed  or  recog- 
nized by  the  pension  laws  of  the  United  States  as  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  allowance 
of  a  pension,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this  act.    *    *    * 

The  evidence  in  this  case  clearly  fails  to  bring  the  claim  within  either 
the  spirit  or  letter  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  record  furnished  by  the  Navy  Department  to  show  that  either 
of  the  vessels  upon  which  claimant  served  had  any  direct  connection 
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with  or  formed  any  part  of  the  military  or  naval  operations  in  the  war 
with  Mexico.  Said  record  shows  that  claimant  enlisted  on  the  Ohio 
May  8, 1846,  and  ser\'ed  upon  it  for  thirteen  days,  and  was  discharged 
from  the  JTiuted  States  February  27, 1849.  The  mere  fact  that  claim 
ant  ser\'ed  as  a  sailor  during  the  war  with  Mexico  is  not  enough  to 
entitle  him  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887.  Said  act 
requires  sixty  days'  service  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof, 
or  en  route  thereto,  or  actual  engagement  in  battle,  or  personal  men- 
tion for  specific  service  in  said  war,  to  give  title  to  pension  thereunder. 
(See  Joseph  Shattuek,  7  P.  D.,  54.)  These  requirements  have  not  been 
shown  in  this  case,  and  it  follows  that  there  was  no  eiTor  in  the  action 
of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  McGinniss's  claim,  and  the  same  must  be, 
and  hereb}'  is,  affirmed. 


death  cax'se— pathoix>gical.  seqitexce— meningitis. 
Rebecca  C.  Morgan  (widow). 

The  late  oflScer  was  pensioned  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  a  gunshot  wound 
which  destroyed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the  orbit  His  death 
is  shown  to  have  been  due  to  disease  of  the  brain  or  meningitis. 

HehU  That  in  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than  the 
continued  disease  in  the  orbit,  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily  by  the  fpan- 
shot  wound.     Action  reversed. 

AsHwtant  Scci'etary  I\  L,  Campbell  to  the  CiyinmiB^OTier  of  Penmm^^ 

Filmiai^  7,  1901. 

Rebecca  C.  Morgan,  widow  of  Isaac  N.  Morgan,  late  second  lieu- 
tenant of  Company  B,  First  Maine  Heavy  Artillery,  filed  a  claim  for 
pension  under  the  general  law  on  the  28th  day  of  May,  1891,  alleging, 
among  other  things,  that  her  late  husband  died  on  the  Ist  (31st)  day  of 
March,  1891,  from  the  effects  of  a  wound  received  in  the  military  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States. 

The  said  claim  was  adjudicated  September  11,  1893,  and  rejected  on 
the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  resulted  from  acute  meningitis,  not 
shown  to  be  due  to  cause  which  has  been  legally  accepted  as  of  service 
origin,  to  wit,  loss  of  right  eye  and  injurj'^  to  the  left  eye,  result  of 
a  gunshot  wound. 

An  appeal  therefrom  was  entered  on  the  19th  day  of  August,  1897, 
and  on  the  2(5th  da}^  of  November,  1897,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
reported  to  this  Department  that  the  claim  was  reopened  for  further 
consideration  and  special  examination,  and  the  appeal  was  accordingly 
dismissed. 

The  claim  was  readjudicated  and  rejected  October  4,  1898,  on  the 
ground  that  the  soldiers  death  resulted  from  disease  of  bmn,  not  due 
to  cause  which  has  been  legally  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  to  wit, 
loss  of  sight  of  right  eye  and  injury  to  left  eye,  result  of  a  gunshot 
wound.  ^  , 
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This  appeal  was  entered  October  11,  1898,  wherein  the  appellant 
contends  that  according  to  the  recognized  medical  authorities  an  injury 
of  the  citinial  bones  is  the  most  frequent  cause  of  acute  meningitis,  and 
that  the  evidence  on  fil0  is  suflScient  to  prove  that  the  soldier's  death 
resulted  from  the  gunshot  wound  of  service  origin. 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  according  to  rank  on  the  25th  day  of 
October,  1864,  at  $10  per  month,  commencing  August  15,  1864,  on 
account  of  loss  of  right  eye  and  injury  of  left  eye,  result  of  gunshot 
wound.  On  the  8th  of  November,  1865,  the  rate  was  increased  to  $15 
per  month,  commencing  September  4,  1865,  and  on  the  12th  day  of 
December,  1884,  to  $24  per  month,  third  grade,  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1883.  The  soldier  had  a  claim  for  increase  pending  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  March  31, 1891,  but  had  not  received  a  medical  examination 
under  the  said  claim. 

The  medical  records  show  that  the  soldier  was  treated  as  follows: 
May  22  to  June  3,  1864,  for  gunshot  wound  of  right  side  of  face,  the 
ball  entering  over  right  eye  and  making  its  exit  in  front  of  ear;  the 
wound  was  received  at  the  battle  of  Spottsylvania,  May  19, 1864;  fur- 
loughed  June  3, 1864;  returned  August  6, 1864;  transferred  August  8, 
1864;  August  8  to  17,  1864,  gunshot  through  orbital  process  of  right 
side;  frontal  bone;  discharged  from  service  August  17,  1864,  per  S. 
O.,  No.  271,  A.  G.  O.,  August  15, 1864. 

Before  the  soldier  was  discharged  he  was  examined  by  a  board  con- 
sisting of  L.  P.  Graham,  brigadier-general  of  volunteers;  T.  Hendrick- 
son,  major,  of  the  United  States  Army,  and  G.  S.  Palmer,  surgeon,  of 
the  "United  States  Volunteers,  at  Annapolis,  Md.,  and  on  the  10th  day 
of  August,  1864,  the  following  report  was  furnished: 

The  board  find  this  officer  (Isaac  N.  Morgan)  now  suffering  from  the  effects  of  a 
gunshot  wound  of  the  rij?ht  eyelid  and  frontal  bone;  the  eye  has  suppurated  and  is 
gone.  Several  fragments  have  been  discharged  from  the  frontal  and  temporal  bones; 
the  sight  of  the  left  eye  is  injured  by  sympathy.  The  wound  is  not  healed  and  the 
patient  suffers  much  pain.  The  board  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  officer  will  not  be 
fit  for  duty  again  in  the  field  and  they  recommend  that  he  be  discharged  from  the 
service. 

The  examining  surgeon  at  Bangor,  Me.,  September  5,  1804,  under 
the  original  claim  for  pension,  reported  as  follows: 

The  bullet  entered  above  the  inner  angle  of  the  eye,  fracturing  the  supraorbital 
ridge,  destroyed  the  eye,  and  was  removed  about  an  inch  in  front  of  the  ear.  The 
cicatrix  at  upper  edge  or  orbit  is  about  3  inches  long.  lie  has  much  pain  through 
the  forehead  and  exercise  in  hot  sun  causes  giddiness  and  dimness  of  vision  in  the  left 
eye,  and  pain. 

At  the  next  examination,  September  15, 1865,  the  examining  surgeon 
made  the  following  statement,  after  describing  the  wound: 

He  has  much  pain  in  the  forehead  and  any  exposure  to  the  heat  of  the  sun  or  exer- 
cise causes  giddiness  and  severe  pain  in  the  other  eye  and  dimness  of  vision.  The 
anterior  half  of  the  scalp  of  right  side  of  head  is  numb.  C^  00<jIp 

L^.gi  ize     y  g 
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At  the  next  examination,  January  4,  1873,  the  following  report  was 
submitted: 

He  has  lost  the  eye  of  the  right  side;  the  bullet  was  extracted.  The  orbit  was 
badly  fractured  and  there  is  considerable  deformity.  There  is  a  constant  semipuru- 
lent  discharge  from  the  orbit.  The  left  eye  is  weak  and  the  power  of  adaptation  to 
different  distances  is  considerably  impaired,  though  the  ap}^arance  of  the  eye  to  an 
ordinary  medical  observer  is  normal.  The  injury  is  equivalent  to  the  lo«s  of  a  hand 
or  foot  for  purposes  of  manual  labor. 

At  the  examination,  September  17,  1875,  and  September  4,  1877. 
the  soldier  was  reported  to  have  complained  of  pain  and  numbne^is  of 
forehead  and  giddiness. 

The  last  medical  examination  of  the  soldier,  December  15, 1886,  about 
four  years  and  three  months  before  the  fatal  attack,  was  reported  Oi? 
follows: 

We  find  the  right  eye  has  been  removed,  stump  in  good  condition.  Find  cicatrix 
along  superior  border  of  right  orbit  from  supraorbital  notch  to  right  temple.  The 
supraorbital  notch  is  enlarged  and  the  lx)ne  roughened  the  whole  length  of  superior 
border.  Right  temple  seems  very  tender.  Left  pupil  unusually  dilated,  but  react* 
to  light.  Find  ol)struction  of  left  lachrymal  duct,  causing  tears  to  run  over  margin  of 
lid.    *    *    *    Find  slight  deafness  of  right  ear.     Function  of  left  ear  normal. 

Dr.  F.  B.  Adams  stated  under  oath,  June  17,  1891,  that  he,  in  com- 
pany with  Dr.  Estabrook,  saw  the  soldier  in  his  last  illness,  and  at 
that  time  he  was  suffering  undoubtedly  from  inflammation  of  men- 
inges of  the  })rain,  accompanied  with  typhoid  sjmiptoms,  and  in  the 
affiant^s  opinion  the  soldier's  death  was  due  to  inflanmiation  of  the 
brain  and  meninges. 

In  a  letter  under  date  of  December  8,  1892,  the  above-named  affiant 
made  the  following  statement: 

In  relation  to  claim  No.  514195  of  Rebecca  C.  Morgan,  as  widow  of  Isaac  H.  Mor- 
gan, will  say  that  on  the  25th  of  March,  1890,  I  was  called  there  and  found  the  said 
laaac  N.  Morgan  suffering  from  severe  headache,  pain  in  the  back,  and  tenderness  in 
the  right  iliac  fossa,  and  his  temperature  at  that  time,  so  far  as  I  can  recollect,  was 
102.  On  the  27th  of  March  I  was  called,  and  found  him  very  sick,  temperature  at 
104,  and  somewhat  delirious  at  times,  complaining  of  considerable  pain  in  the  head. 
On  the  28th  I  was  called  again  to  see  him  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Williams,  of 
Rockland,  and  found  him  very  delirious  during  the  day,  at  that  time  so  that  he  didn't 
know  anything,  and  on  the  28th  Dr.  Estabrook  was  called  in  consultation,  and  we 
found  him  more  delirious  on  that  day  and  continued  so  to  the  day  of  his  death.  On 
the  30th  Dr.  Estabrook  was  called  again  in  consultation;  found  him  about  the  same 
on  that  day — delirious.  On  the  31st  Dr.  Home,  of  South  Thomaston,  and  Dr.  Loren- 
saeler,  of  Thomaston,  were  called,  and  on  that  day  he  died,  along  in  the  afternoon. 
He  was  delirious  all  the  time. 

I  think  the  immediate  cause  of  his  death  was  inflammation  of  the  brain  and  its 
meninges,  but  whether  or  not  it  was  originally  caused  by  the  wound  which  destroyed 
the  right  eyeball,  and  bone  inclosing  it,  I  am  unable  to  say  positively. 

When  this  witness  was  called  to  testify  on  special  examination, 
July  28,  1898,  he  stated,  among  other  things,  as  follows: 

I  attended  Isaac  N.  Morgan,  of  South  Thomaston,  from  March  25  to  the  Slst,  inclu- 
've,  1891,  when  I  called  to  see  soldier  and  found  him  confined  to  the  bed,  suffering 
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from  a  high  fever,  temperature  102  or  103  degrees,  complaining  of  pam  in  his  head. 
I  am  positive  as  to  the  pain  in  the  head.  He  was  delirious  at  times  during  his  sick- 
ness. There  were  typhoid  symptoms  present.  I  was  somewhat  in  doubt,  as  I  was 
young  in  practice,  so  I  called  in  consultation  Drs.  Estabrook  and  Williams.  Dr. 
Horn,  of  South  Thomaston,  and  Dr.  Lorensaeler,  of  Thomaston,  were  called  by  claim- 
ant, and  not  when  I  waa  there.  Yes,  they  were,  too.  It  is  my  impression  that  the 
bowels  were  somewhat  swollen;  his  temperature  was  above  the  normal  right  along. 
Claimant  stated  that  at  night  the  soldier  was  so  delirious  that  he  had  to  be  held  in 
bed;  that  he  picked  the  bed  clothes,  especially  during  the  last  part  of  his  sickness. 

Q.  What  history  did  you  get  of  the  case  when  you  were  first  called  in? — ^A.  His 
wife  simply  told  me  that  he  complained  very  much  of  his  head  where  he  had  been 
wounded  over  the  eye,  as  I  now  recall.  I  made  no  examination  of  the  eye  or  its  sur- 
rounding parts.  I  think  it  was  Dr.  Estabrook' s  opinion  that  soldier  was  suffering 
from  meningitis.  I  did  not  analyze  his  urine;  it  was  highly  colored.  Do  not  recall 
now  whether  the  quantity  was  normal  or  not.  The  last  day,  March  31,  he  died;  he 
was  in  a  comatose  state.  I  saw  him  in  the  forenoon  of  the  day  he  died.  I  do  not 
recall  his  temperature  that  day,  but  I  think  his  bowels  were  swollen.  I  could  not 
say  whether  I  detected  any  symptoms  of  ursemia.  I  do  not  recall  that  he  had 
convulsions;  no  smell  of  urine  about  him.  From  m  y  subsequent  experience  in  typhoid 
fever  cases  I  should  say  that  all  the  symptoms  of  the  disease  were  not  present  in 
Morgan's  case,  as  I  now  remember.  It  was  my  opinion  at  the  first  it  was  typhoid 
fever,  but  Estabrook  differed  from  me.  I  do  not  recall  what  opinion  Drs,  Williams 
and  Lorensaeler  expressed. 

Q.  Now,  Doctor,  can  you  give  me  the  grounds  on  which  you  base  the  opinion  that 
soldier  was  suffering  from  inflammation  of  the  brain? — A.  The  only  thing  that  I 
can  say  is  that  I  judged  from  the  duration  of  the  sickness,  only  about  a  week  or  ten 
days,  the  intense  pain  that  he  complained  of  in  the  head  in  his  lucid  moments,  and 
Dr.  Estabrook's  opinion.     I  leaned  upon  said  physician,  as  I  was  young  in  practice. 

Dr.  Thomas  L.  Estabrook  made  the  following  statement  under  oath, 
May  26,  1891: 

I  saw  Isaac  N.  Morgan  several  times  during  his  last  illness.  He  had  evidently 
been  suffering  from  inflammation  of  the  meninges  of  the  brain,  accompanied  with 
typhoid  symptoms.  I  think  the  immediate  cause  of  his  death  inflammation  of  the 
brain  and  the  meninges. 

On  the  5th  day  of  December,  1892,  the  witness  made  the  following 
statement  in  a  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions: 

I  was  but  a  consulting  surgeon  in  the  case  of  Isaac  N.  Morgan,  late  lieutenant  of 
Company  B,  First  Maine  Heavy  Artillery.  I  saw  him  but  three  times  before  he 
died.  His  symptoms  when  I  saw  him  were  as  follows:  He  had  complained  of  some 
pain  and  intolerance  of  light,  as  I  learned  from  the  nurse,  and  was  evidently  suffer- 
ing from  meningitis;  talking  incoherently,  picking  the  bedclothes,  very  restless, 
twitching  and  delirious,  pulse  rapid,  only  lived  three  days  after  I  saw  him.  I  feel 
iissured  that  he  died  from  inflammation  of  the  brain  and  its  meninges.  I  have  no 
<loubt  in  my  own  mind  that  the  wound  which  destroyed  the  right  eyeball  and  part 
of  the  inclosing  bone  was  probably  the  cause  of  the  disease  of  the  brain  and  its  men- 
inges and  finally  the  cause  of  his  death. 

When  called  on  special  examination  July  28,  1898,  he  testified  as 
follows: 

My  books  show  I  visited  soldier  March  28,  1891,  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Adams, 
and  again  March  30,  1891,  alone-.  I  am  under  the  impression  that  I  saw  soldier 
three  times,  twice  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Adams.  u^yu.^^  uy  ^^^  ^<f)""^ 
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When  I  first  saw  soldier,  March  28,  1891,  I  found  him  confined  to  the  bed  in  a 
semiconscious  state,  tossing  somewhat  about  the  bed.  He  had  all  the  symptoms  of 
typhoid  fever,  but  the  fullness  and  tenderness  of  bowels  were  lacking.  I  took  his 
temperature  by  inserting  the  instrument  in  his  mouth.  His  temperature  waa  high 
above  the  normal,  but  can  not  give  the  degree.  His  wife  told  me  that  at  nights  he 
would  pick  at  the  bedclothes.  I  did  not  analyze  his  urine,  but  his  wife  showed  me 
the  urine  and  I  found  he  had  passed  the  normal  quantity  of  urine.  His  lungs  were 
normal.  I  do  not  think  Dr,  Adams  had  any  pronounced  opinion  as  to  the  disease  of 
the  patient.  I  thought  he  must  be  suffering  from  meninges  of  the  brain  from  the 
history  of  the  case  as  gi^'en  me  by  the  w^ife,  she  stating  he  suffered  intense  pain  iu 
the  head,  over  the  eye,  where  he  was  wounded.  She  stated  he  had  been  working 
in  the  shop  at  night  and  took  cold.  I  made  no  examination  of  the  wounded  eye; 
aa  I  recall  the  stump  looked  healthy.  When  I  saw  him  March  30  his  pulse  was 
very  rapid.  I  forget  his  temperature;  he  was  unconscious  at  times.  I  managed  to 
wake  him  up  for  a  minute,  but  he  relapsed  in  the  unconscious  or  comatose  state. 
He  had  no  convulsions  that  I  saw.  I  found  no  symptoms  of  ureemia.  ♦  ♦  «  Tak- 
ing all  the  facts  in  consideration  I  hardly  believe  the  soldier  had  typhoid  fever. 
*  *  *  I  can  give  no  other  grounds  than  stated  for  the  opinion  that  soldier  died 
from  meningitis,  w^hich  may  have  been  due  to  the  wound  of  the  eye. 

Dr.  Horn  stated  on  special  examination,  June  27,  1898,  that  he  was 
then  unable  to  state  what  was  his  diagnosis  of  the  soldier's  fatal  disease. 

Dr.  Williams,  another  consulting  physician,  stated,  when  called  to 
testify  on  special  examination,  that  he  did  not  discover  marked  symp- 
toms of  typhoid  fever,  but  was  unable  to  recall  the  disease  from  which 
the  soldier  was  suffering  when  he  saw  him  in  his  last  illness. 

The  widow,  in  her  testimony  before  the  special  examiner,  stated,  in 
reference  to  her  husband's  fatal  illness,  that  about  Saturday,  March  21, 
1891,  he  commenced  complaining  of  his  head — a  pain  through  his  head, 
especially  on  the  right  side,  where  he  w^as  wounded.  On  Sunday  he 
still  complained  of  liis  head,  and  on  Monday  he  took  to  his  bed  and 
soon  became  delirious.  She  remembers  that  when  he  was  delirious 
blood  ran  out  of  the  wounded  socket;  that  he  tried  to  clutch  his  eye 
socket  while  delirious,  as  if  in  pain.  He  had  to  be  held  down  in  bed 
by  main  force.  Every  little  sickness  he  had  in  the  past  seemed  to 
affect  his  head;  always  complained  of  his  head  paining  him. 

The  medical  referee  submitted  the  following  statement  November  2, 
1900: 

The  appeal  in  this  ca»se  relates  to  the  rejection,  in  1898,  of  the  widow's  claim  imder 
the  general  law.  The  claim  had  been  previously  rejected  in  1893,  and  when  it  was 
reconsidered  in  connection  with  the  previous  appeal  it  was  reopened  in  order  that  a 
special  examination  might  be  made  to  determine  definitely  the  conditions  which 
preceded  the  fatal  illness,  the  nature  thereof,  and  the  immediate  cause  of  death. 

The  late  ofiicer  waa  pensioned  for  the  loss  of  his  right  eye  and  injury  of  left  eye, 
results  of  a  gunshot  wound,  and  these  conditions  were  legally  accepted  in  the  widow's 
claim.  His  death  occurred  March  31,  1891,  after  an  acute  illness  of  about  ten  days, 
during  which  febrile  and  cerebral  symptoms  were  most  marked.  There  appears  to 
have  been  some  differences  of  opinion  among  the  several  physicians  who  were  called 
to  the  case,  and  the  affection  was  diagnosticated  as  typhoid  fever  by  some  and  acute 
meningitis  by  others,  while  still  another  physician  is  said  to  have  suggested  that  the 
trouble  was  uraemia.     The  evidence  adduced  by  the  special  examination  was  not 
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conclusive  upon  this  point,  but  the  history  of  the  case  wan-ants  the  conclusion  that 
in  any  event  there  was  no  pathological  relation  between  the  fatal  illness  and  the 
remote  gunshot  wound. 

In  the  appeal  reference  is  made  to  medical  authorities  as  showing  acute  meningitis 
is  frequently  caused  by  injuries  of  the  head;  but  the  fact  that  this  effect  is  immediate 
and  not  remote  has  been  ignored. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  adhered  to. 

To  recapitulate,  the  late  oflScer  is  shown  to  have  received  a  gunshot 
wound  which  destroyed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the 
upper  part  of  the  orbit,  and  there  was  subsequent  loss  of  bone. 

It  is  further  shown  by  the  official  reports  of  the  exaniining  surgeons 
of  the  Bureau  that  as  late  as  January,  1873,  there  was  a  puinilent  dis- 
charge from  the  wounded  orbit.  The  widow  states  that  during  the 
fatal  illness  there  was  a  bloody  discharge  from  this  part.  It  is  noted 
that  this  condition  was  not  mentioned  by  any  other  witness,  but  there 
is  no  evidence  that  such  was  not  the  fact. 

In  the  last  declaration  for  increase  filed  by  the  late  pensioner, 
November  8, 1890,  less  than  four  months  prior  to  his  death,  he  alleged 
that  he  suffered  with  pain  in  his  head  as  a  result  of  the  wound.  He 
was  not  examined  under  this  claim,  but  had  he  been  his  statement  as 
to  the  existence  of  pain  in  his  head  could  not  have  been  verified  by 
any  physical  condition.  This  allegation,  however,  has  value  in  deter- 
mining the  merits  of  the  claim. 

The  entire  histoiy  of  the  case  indicates  that  at  no  time  was  the  late 
pensioner  free  from  sj^mptoms  indicative  of  disease  in  parts  in  prox- 
imity to  the  wound,  and  it  has  been  concluded  by  the  medical  officers 
of  the  Bureau  that  death  resulted  from  cerebral  meningitis  or  disease 
of  the  bi-ain. 

Idiopathic  inflammation  of  the  meninges  of  the  brain  must  be  a 
rare  condition;  indeed,  it  is  doubtful  if  it  ever  takes  place.  Focal 
meningitis  or  encephalitis  may  be  unquestionabl}^  caused  by  an  exten- 
sion from  Some  neighboring  inflammatory  focus,  as  an  orbital  disease, 
or  by  the  invasion  of  pyogenic  organisms. 

In  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than 
the  continued  disease  in  the  orbit,  as  evidenced  by  continued  pain  and 
discharge,  it  must  be  concluded  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily 
hy  the  gunshot  wound. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  adverse  action  is  reversed  and  the  papers 
in  the  case  herewith  returned,  with  the  request  that  the  claim  be  read- 
judicated  and  allowed. 

p.  D. — VOL.  11 15 
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JURI81>ICriON-Dn^ORCE-I>ECREB~RECX>RD, 

AxNiE  M.  Shipp  (widow). 

The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a  divorce 
from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana  while  she  resided  in  Arizona.  The  transcript 
of  the  record  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  sammons  in  the 
divorce  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address  was 
known.  This  statutory  re(iuireraent  being  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court. 

Assistaiit  Secretary  F,  L,  Camjjbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

February  S,  1901, 

On  July  28,  1900,  the  Department  rendered  the  following  decision: 

William  T.  Shipp,  late  of  Company  K,  Ninth  United  States  Infantry,  died  on  Jan- 
uary 2, 1897,  l>eing  at  the  time  borne  ui>on  the  i^ension  roll  under  the  general  law  at 
the  rate  of  $17  per  mouth  by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from  disease  of  heart  the 
result  of  rheumatism,  disease  of  the  rectum,  and  dyspepsia. 

On  December  8,  1898,  Annie  M.  Shipp  filed  a  declaration  as  the  widow  of  said 
soldier,  alleging  that  his  death  resulted  from  his  military  service.     (No.  716436.) 

Her  claim  was  adjudicated  on  July  6,  1900,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the 
soldier  in  his  lifetime  obtained  a  divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  on  Novem- 
ber 20,  1894. 

Assigning  said  action  as  error,  appeal  was  taken  on  July  14,  1900,  contending  that, 
after  having  made  her  application  for  pension,  claimant  was  informed  that  her  hui>- 
band  had  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  that 
pension  was  being  paid  to  another  woman  who  claimed  to  be  his  widow;  that  claim- 
ant had  never  been  served  with  any  notice  of  a  divorce  proceeding  against  her  on  the 
part  of  her  husband,  and  that  her  husband  at  the  time  of  said  decree  had  not  been 
a  resident  of  the  State  of  Indiana  for  six  months,  whereas  the  law  of  said  State 
requires  two  years'  residence  in  order  to  give  the  courts  thereof  jurisdiction  to  render 
a  valid  and  legal  decree  of  divorce,  and  for  that  reason  it  is  contended  that  said 
decree  is  void  and  of  no  binding  force. 

It  appears  that  the  claimant  was  notified  in  writing  on  April  6,  1900,  by  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  as  follows: 

**In  resix)nse  to  your  letter  of  Februarys,  1900,  returned  herewith,  you  are 
advised  that  it  appears  of  record  in  this  Bureau  that  William  T.  Shipp,  late  a  cor- 
poral of  Company  K,  Ninth  United  States  Infantry,  was  divorced  from  Annie  Shipp 
on  November  20,  1894,  by  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  Ind. ;  that 
he  remarried  Effie  Sandefer  in  Indiana  on  February  5,  1896,  with  whom  he  lived 
until  his  death  January  2,  1897,  and  who  is  now  j>ensioned  as  his  widow.  The  evi- 
dence upon  which  Mrs.  Shipji's  claim  was  allowed  appears  to  have  been  regular  in 
all  respects,  and  as  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  divorce  is  a  question  which  doe.« 
not  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Bureau,  I  am  imable  to  afford  you  any  relief 
in  the  premises.*' 

It  appears  that  Mrs-.  Effie  Shipp,  the  second  wife  of  the  soldier,  who  is  now  pen- 
8ione<l  as  his  widow,  filed  her  claim  on  February  17,  1897,  shortly  after  his  death. 
Accomi)anying  her  declaration  is  the  following  document  offered  in  evidence  for  the 
purjMise  of  establishing  the  existence  of  a  divorce  of  the  soldier  from  the  claimant  in 
the  case  at  bar: 

State  op  Indiana,  Johnson  Countyj  ss: 

Be  it  known,  that  on  the  20th  day  of  Noveml>er,  1894,  being  the  second  judicial 
day  of  the  November  term,  1894,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County  and  State  of 
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Indiana,  before  the  Hon.  W.  J.  Buckingham,  judge  of  said  court,  the  following  pro- 
ceedings were  had  in  the  cause  of  William  T.  Shipp  v.  Annie  Shipp,  No.  1681 — Divorce. 

Comes  now  said  plaintiff,  by  his  attorneys  Miller  and  Bamett,  and  shows  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  by  the  notice  and  aflSdavit  of  A.  N.  Crecraft,  proprietor  and 
publisher  of  the  Franklin  Weekly  Democrat,  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation, 
printed  and  published  in  the  city  of  Franklin,  Johnson  County,  Ind.,  that  due  and 
legal  notice  has  been  given  said  defendant  to  answer  to  said  complaint  by  three  pub- 
lications in  said  paper,  the  first  of  which  was  on  Friday,  the  28th  day  of  September, 
1894,  and  the  last  on  Friday,  the  12th  day  of  October,  1894,  which  notice  and  affidavit 
reads  in  words  and  figures  as  follows,  to  wit.  (Here  insert. )  And  now  on  plaintiff's 
motion  the  defendant,  Annie  Shipp,  is  three  times  loudly  called  in  open  court  but 
comes  not,  but  jvhoUy  makes  default  herein. 

Thereupon  this  cause  coming  on  for  trial  is  now  submitted  to  the  court  for  trial 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  and  the  court,  having  heard  the  evidence  and  the 
argument  of  the  counsel  and  being  sufficiently  advised  in  the  premises,  now  finds  that 
the  bonds  of  matrimony  heretofore  and  now  existing  between  this  pM  tiff  and 
defendant  ought  to  be  dissolved,  set  aside,  and  held  for  naught,  and  that  said  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  divorced  from  the  defendant. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony existing  between  this  plaintiff  and  defendant  be  and  they  are  hereby  dissolved, 
set  aside,  and  held  for  naught,  and  they  are  hereby  divorced  each  from  the  other. 

State  of  Indiana,  Johnson  County j  as: 

I,  Charles  Byfield,  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  in  the  State  of 
Indiana,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  complete  copy  of  the  pro- 
ceedings had  in  said  court,  and  entered  on  the  records  thereof  in  the  above-entitled 
cause  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  as  appears  of  record  in  my  office. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  hereunto  subscribe  my  name  and  affix  the  seal  of  said 
circuit  court,  at  my  office  in  the  city  of  Franklin,  this  9th  day  of  March,  1897. 

Charles  Bypield, 
Clerk  Clraiit  Courts  Johnson  County, 

The  foregoing  paper,  which  purports  to  be  a  judgment  of  divorce  obtained  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  State  of  Indiana,  gives  the  case  an  aspect  in  the 
nature  of  a  contest  between  two  claimants  for  petision,  each  claiming  to  be  the  widow 
of  the  soldier.  It  is  a  well-recognized  principle  of  law,  which  obtains  in  many  cases, 
that  where  it  appears  that  a  person  has  been  twice  married  the  law  interposes  the 
presumption  that  each  marriage  was  valid  and  lawful,  which  implies,  of  course,  that 
the  relation  which  resulted  from  the  first  marriage  had  lawfully  terminated  at  the 
time  when  the  second  marriage  was  celebrated.  The  case  at  bar,  however,  does  not 
come  within  the  domain  of  such  presumption.  The  claimant  under  the  second  mar- 
riage sets  up  a  specific  judicial  proceeding  evidenced  by  the  foregoing  document  as  a 
legal  fact  which  shows  the  termination  of  soldier's  first  marital  relation  before  he 
entered  upon  the  second.  The  claimant  in  the  case  at  bar  contends  that  what  pur- 
ports to  be  a  judgment  of  divorce  which  constituted  the  ground  of  rejection  of  her 
claim  is  a  mere  nullity  and  should  have  been  so  treated  in  the  adjudication  of  her 
claim.  It  is  a  commonly  recognized  principle  of  jurisprudence  that  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  imports  verity,  and  can  not  be  attacked  except  upon 
proper  proceedings  instituted  in  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment.  It  is  also 
equally  true  that  anything  which  purports  to  be  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  but  which  is  affected  with  an  inherent  infirmity  clearly  showing  a  want 
of  jurisdiction,  is  absolutely  void,  and  can  be  attacked  at  all  times  and  by  any  person 
at  interest  and  treated  as  a  nullity. 

Section  1051,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  is  as  follows: 
"Divorce  may  be  decreed  by  the  superior  and  circuit  courts  of  the  State,  on  peti- 
tion filed  by  any  person  who  at  the  time  of  filing  such  petitio^^yit^^QS^^riDjiX^ 
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been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State  for  the  last  two  years  previous  to  the  filing  of 
the  same  and  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  county  at  least  six  months  immediately 
preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition,  which  bona  fide  residence  shall  be  duly  proven 
by  Huch  petitioner  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  trying  the  same  by  at  least  two 
witnesses  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  householders  of  the  State;  and  the 
plaintiff  shall,  with  his  petition,  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  an  afiSdavit,  sub- 
scribed and  sworn  to  by  himself,  in  which  he  shall  state  the  length  of  time  he  has 
been  a  resident  of  the  State,  and  stating  particularly  the  place,  town,  city,  or  town- 
ship in  which  he  has  resided  for  the  last  two  years  past,  and  stating  his  occupation, 
which  shall  be  sworn  to  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  said  complaint  is 
filed/' 

Section  1055,  Revised  Statutes  of  said  State  of  Indiana,  is  as  follows: 

"The  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  such  petition  is  filed  shall  issue  a  summons  for 
the  defendant  to  appear  and  answer  said  petition,  which  summons  shall  be  person- 
ally served  on  said  defendant,  if  a  resident  of  the  State,  either  by  reading  or  lea^nng 
a  copy  thereof  at  his  or  her  usual  place  of  residence,  such  usual  place  to  be  the  resi- 
dence of  such  defendant  at  the  time  the  copy  is  left." 

Section  1056,  Revised  Statutes  of  said  State,  is  as  follows: 

"  If  it  shall  apx)ear  by  the  afiidavit  of  a  disinterested  person  that  the  defendant  is 
not  a  resident  of  this  State,  the  clerk  shall  give  notice  of  the  pending  of  such  petition 
by  publication  for  three  successive  weeks  in  some  weekly  newspaper  of  general  circu- 
lation published  in  such  county,  or  if  there  be  no  such  paper,  then  in  one  published 
in  this  State  nearest  the  county  seat  of  such  county:  Proridedj  That  the  plaintiff 
shall,  in  case  such  notice  is  to  be  given  by  publication  as  aforesaid,  before  the  »ame 
is  given,  file  his  or  her  afiidavit,  if  such  residence  be  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  if 
such  residence  be  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  such  afl[idavit  shall  so  state,  and  in  case 
such  afiidavit  state  the  residence  of  the  defendant  the  clerk  shall  forward  by  mail 
to  such  defendant  the  number  of  the  paper  containing  such  notice,  with  the  notice 
marked." 

Now,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  soldier  must  have  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  two  years  next  preceding  the  institution  of  divorce  proceedings 
by  him.  That  material  fact,  which  was  necessary  to  be  alleged  and  proven  in  order 
to  give  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  does  not  appear 
in  what  purports  to  be  the  judgment  of  divorce  offered  in  evidence  by  Eflde  Shipp,  the 
second  wife  of  the  soldier.  In  her  application  she  relied  upon  the  fact  that  the 
soldier  had  obtained  a  divorce  from  his  former  wife,  but  the  evidence  offered  by  her 
does  not  recite  the  jurisdictional  facts,  which,  under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  are 
necessary  to  empower  a  circuit  court  of  that  State  to  render  a  valid  and  binding 
decree  of  divorce.  It  may  be  true,  and  perhaps  the  presumption  of  law  in  favor  of 
the  validity  of  the  judgment  in  question  obtains,  that  the  complete  record  of  the 
divorce  proceedings  would  supply  the  jurisdictional  facts  concerning  which  the 
decree  is  silent,  but  under  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case  the  claimant  was  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  whole  record  in  the  adjudication  of  her  claim.  There  is  evidence 
on  file  which  strongly  tends  to  show  that  soldier  was  not  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  the  period  of  two  years  next  preceding  the  institution  of  divorce 
proceedings.  The  judgment  or  decree  of  divorce  in  evidence  was  obtaine<^l,  it 
appears,  on  November  20, 1894.  The  first  publication  made  in  the  Franklin  Weekly 
Democrat  was  inserted  on  September  28,  1894.  On  January  3, 1893,  the  soldier  filed 
an  application  for  increase  of  pension,  at  which  time  he  appears  to  have  been  an 
inmate  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  located  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  On  May  8, 1894, 
a  similar  application  waa  filed  by  the  soldier,  at  which  time  it  also  appears  that  he 
was  an  inmate  of  said  institution.  Soldiers*  Home,  District  of  Columbia,  ia  therein 
given  as  his  post-oflice  address.    On  December  27, 1894,  the  soldier  filed  an  affida\'it, 
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in  which  he  said:  **  I  was  in  the  Soldiers'  Home  at  Washington,  D.  C,  from  April, 
1892,  to  June,  1894." 

Now,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  requirement  of  the  Revised  Statute  of  the  State 
of  Indiana  is  to  the  effect  that  an  applicant  for  divorce  shall  file  an  affidavit 
**  stating  particularly  the  place,  town,  city,  or  township  in  which  he  has  resided  for 
the  last  two  years  past,"  etc.  If  that  record  is  true  the  soldier  could  not  trathfully 
have  made  any  such  statement.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  statute  above  mentioned 
requires  residence,  not  citizenship,  for  two  years  in  order  to  give  the  courts  of  that  State 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  divorce.  But  it  appears  that  the  soldier  was  a  resident  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  from  1892  to  June,  1894. 

The  contention  of  the  claimant  in  this  case  is  tliat  the  soldier  did  not  reside  in  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  as  much  as  six  months  prior  to  the  time  when  he  instituted 
divorce  proceedings  against  her,  and  that  she  has  never  received  notice  of  any  such 
proceedings.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  statute  above  referred  to  contemplates  the 
personal  presence  of  a  person  in  the  State  of  Indiana  for  the  period  of  two  years  in 
order  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  courts  in  a  divorce  proceeding  on  behalf  of  such 
XJerson.  This  provision  of  the  statute  is  in  harmony  with  the  legal  signification  of 
the  word  ** residence,"  which  is  defined  by  Bouvier  to  be  ''personal  presence  in  a 
fixed  and  permanent  abode." 

"It  is  a  familiar  and  universal  rule  that  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  ha\ing 
no  jurisdiction  of  either  the  parties  or  the  subject-matter  is  void  and  a  mere  nullity, 
and  will  be  so  held  and  treated  whenever  and  wherever  and  for  whatever  purpose  it 
is  sought  to  be  used  or  relied  on  as  a  valid  judgment."  (Black  on  Judgments,  vol.  1, 
sec.  218.) 

**It  is  an  axiom  of  the  law  that  judgments  entered  without  any  jurisdiction  are 
void  and  will  be  so  held  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  and  there  is  a  strong  and  grow- 
ing tendency  in  all  the  courts  to  hold  that  although  a  court  had  jurisdiction  over 
both  the  person  and  the  subject-matter,  but  did  not  have  the  jurisdiction  to  enter 
the  particular  judgment  entered  in  the  case,  such  judgment  is  void  and  may  be 
collaterally  impeached."  (American  and  English  Encyclopaedia  of  Law,  vol.  12, 
p.  147.) 

Referring  to  this  doctrine  in  a  footnote  the  same  authority  says: 

**This  is  hornbook  law,  and  the  following  cases  are  simply  cited  as  illustrating 
the  principle  that  such  judgments  will  be  held  void  in  a  collateral  proceeding." 

Among  the  cases  therein  cited  is  the  case  of  Louisville,  New  Albany  and  Chicago 
Railway  Company  r.  Hubbard,  116  Ind.,  193. 

**A  void  judgment  is  always  subject  to  collateral  attack,  and  it  can  derive  no  legal 
fsanction  from  lapse  of  time."     (Paul  r.  Willis,  69  Tex.,  261. ) 

**The  judgment  of  a  court  having  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  subject-matter, 
or  void  for  any  other  cause,  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  may  be  so  held  in  any  court  when 
it  l)ecomes  material  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  to  consider  it."  (Code  of  Gra., 
1882,  sec.  3594  and  sec.  3828.) 

In  view  of  the  universal  trend  of  the  authorities  on  the  question  involved  in  this 
case  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  of  the  claimant  was  erroneously  rejected 
on  the  ground  stated.  The  action  complained  of  is,  therefore,  reversed,  with  instruc- 
tions that  a  special  examination  be  conducted  with  a  view  of  obtaining  a  full  and 
complete  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  divorce  proceedings  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
including  the  petition,  aflSdavits,  and  all  other  proceedings,  in  writing  and  of  record. 
Let  the  special  examiner  also  take  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  soldier  w^as  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State  of  Indiana  for  two  years  next  pre- 
ce<ling  the  institution  of  divorce  proceedings  by  him  against  the  claimant;  and  the 
term  bona  fide  resident  involves  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  he  was  personally  present 
in  said  State  during  the  period  mentioned. 
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After  the  report  of  such  special  examination  has  been  returned  let  the  case  be 
reaiiju(licate<i  in  accordance  with  the  principles  herein  announcefl,  and  if  the  Bureau 
adheres  to  its  former  decision  let  the  papers  be  forwarded  to  the  Department  for 
further  consideration. 

This  case  has  been  made  special,  in  view  of  which  a  prompt  and  speedy  compliance 
with  the  instructions  is  requested. 

In  compliance  with  instructions,  a  full  and  complete  transcript  of 
said  divorce  proceedings  has  been  obtained,  including  all  matters  of 
record  in  the  circuit  court  of  Johnson  County,  Ind.  Besides  the  peti- 
tion for  divorce  and  the  decree  hereinbefore  fully  recited  the  record 
of  the  case  contains  the  following  affidavits: 

State  op  Indiana,  Johnson  County ^  ss: 

William  T.  Shipp,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  upon  his  oath  says  that  he 
is  now  and  for  thirty-eight  years  last  past  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State 
of  Indiana;  that  for  two  years  last  past  he  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  Needham 
Township,  Johnson  County,  in  said  State,  and  his  .occupation  is  an  invalid  and  pen- 
sioner of  the  United  States  of  America. 

William  T.  Shipp. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  22d  day  of  September,  1894. 

Charles  Byfikld, 

aerk  of  a  a 

State  of  Indiana,  Johnson  County: 

George  Dawson,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  upon  his  oath  says  that  Annie 
Shipp,  the  defendant  in  the  foregoing  petition  for  a  divorce,  is  a  nonresident  of  the 
State  of  Indiana,  as  he  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  and  that  affiant  has  no 
interest  in  this  writ. 

G.  W,  Dawson. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  22d  day  of  September,  1894. 

Charles  Byfield,  Clerk  of  C.  C 
State  op  Indiana,  Johnson  County y  es: 

W^illiam  T.  Shipp,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  upon  his  oath  saya  that 
he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  foregoing  petition  for  a  divorce  and  that  the  defendant, 
Annie  Shipp,  is  a  resident  of  Tempe,  Maricopa  County,  Ariz.,  a^  he  verily  believes. 

William  T.  Shipp. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  22d  of  September,  1894. 

Charles  Byfield,  Clerk  of  C.  C 

The  evidence  taken  by  the  special  examiner  also  shows  that  the 
soldier  enlisted  in  the  State  of  Indiana  on  November  29,  1872,  and 
was  continuously  in  the  service  until  June  30,  1891,  when  he  was 
discharged  at  St.  Francis  Barracks,  Fla.  On  April  16,  1892,  he  was 
admitted  to  the  Soldiers'  Home  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  from 
which  institution  he  was  discharged  at  his  own  request  on  August  2, 
1893.  He  was  again  admitted  to  that  institution  on  March  12,  1894, 
and,  at  his  own  request,  was  a  second  time  discharged  on  June  1, 1894. 
Immediately  after  this  second  discharge  it  appears  that  he  went  to  the 
State  of  Indiana,  where  he  began  divorce  proceedings  in  the  month  of 
September,  1894,  about  three  months  after  his  arrival  in  that  State. 
The  decree,  it  will  be  remembered,  was  obtained  at  the  November 
term,  1894,  of  said  court.      From  1872,  the  date  of  soldier's  enlist- 
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ment,  up  to  the  month  of  June,  1894,  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  was 
ever  in  the  State  of  Indiana  except  on  a  short  furlough  after  the 
expiration  of  the  first  five  years  of  his  military  service. 

The  special  examiner  who  procured  the  ti'anscript  of  the  divorce 
proceedings  also  took  the  depositions  of  Mrs.  Nicey  J.  Lusk,  the 
sister  of  the  soldier,  Corda  Golf,  his  niece,  G.  W.  Dawson,  his  brother- 
in-law,  and  Mrs.  EflSe  Shipp,  now  pensioned  as  his  widow,  all  of  whom 
reside  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  Johnson  County,  in  which  the  divorce 
in  question  was  obtained.  The  testimony  of  the  three  first-mentioned 
witnesses  shows  that  the  soldier  had  not  been  in  said  State  for  at  least 
sixteen  years  prior  to  the  year  1894.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  both 
parties  at  interest  have  had  notice  of  the  proceedings,  have  been  fully 
heard,  and  are  both  aware  of  the  existing  status  of  the  case. 

It  also  appears  from  the  deposition  of  Effie  Shipp  that  when  the  sol- 
dier went  to  the  State  of  Indiana  in  1894  he  located  at  the  home  of  his 
sister  in  the  town  of  Franklin,  in  which,she,  too,  at  that  time  resided; 
that  she  had  known  the  soldier  from  childhood;  that  he  resided  at  the 
house  of  her  father  prior  to  his  enlistment  and  visited  there  one  time 
after  he  last  came  to  the  State,  before  he  began  his  divorce  proceed- 
ing. It  seems,  therefore,  that  she  was  at  the  time  of  her  marriage 
fully  advised  of  the  fact  that  the  soldier  relied  upon  the  validity  of  the 
divorce  in  question  as  legal  authority  on  his  part  to  contract  a  second 
marriage. 

There  is  no  contention  whatever  that  the  soldier  when  he  went  to 
Indiana  in  1894  ever  concealed  the  fact  that  he  was  a  married  man, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  at  his  instance,  a  notice  of  the  divorce  proceed- 
ings was  three  times  published  in  the  Franklin  Weekly  Democrat,  a 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  published  in  Franklin,  the  town  in 
which  Mrs.  Effie  Shipp  resided.  That  published  notice  was  a  matter 
of  common  knowledge  in  the  community  and,  among  other  things, 
conveyed  the  information  that  Annie  Shipp,  the  claimant  in  this  case, 
was  not  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Indiana.  When  Mrs.  Effie  Shipp 
.was  married  to  the  soldier,  therefore,  she  knew  that  the  lawful  quality 
of  the  relation  then  assumed  was  dependent  upon  the  validity  of  a 
divorce  obtained  in  the  State  of  Indiana  against  a  person  who  was  a 
nonresident.  These  facts  eliminate  any  favorable  consideration  which 
might  arise  from  an  equitable  view  point  of  the  case. 

In  the  light  of  the  facts  hereinbefore  recited  the  case  was  readjudi- 
cated  on  January  17,  1901,  and  the  former  action  adhered  to  upon 
the  same  ground  as  that  upon  which  the  claim  was  originally  denied. 
The  papers  are  now  before  the  Department  for  further  consideration. 

The  defendant  in  the  divorce  proceedings  in  question  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  State  of  Indiana  and  was  therefore  beyond  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  which  rendered  the 
decree. 
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In  such  a  case  the  statutx)n'  requirements  must  be  strictlj^  complied 
with  and  all  the  jurisdictional  facts  must  affirmatively  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  proceedings. 

Section  1051,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  fully  recited 
above,  provides  that  the  bona  fide  residence  of  the  petitioner  shall  be 
shown  *' to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  trying  the  same  by  at  least 
two  witnesses  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  householders  of  the 
State."  In  this  respect  the  record  of  the  proceedings  obtained  by 
the  special  examiner  is  silent.  The  provision  of  this  statute  was  inter- 
preted in  the  case  of  Powell  v.  Powell  (53  Ind.,  p.  513).  The  syllabus 
on  that  point  is  as  follows: 

Where,  in  an  action  for  divorce,  the  residence  of  the  petitioner  is  not  proved  as 
required  in  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  10, 1873,  regulating  the  granting  of  divorcee 
(2  Rev.  Stat.  1876,  p.  326),  the  court  has  no  power  to  decree  a  divorce. 

In  the  body  of  said  decision  it  is  held  that: 

Divorces  may  be  decreed  by  the  superior,  circuit,  and  common  pleas  courts  of  this 
State  on  petition  filed  by  any  jierson  who,  at  the  time  of  filing  such  petition,  is  and 
shall  have  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  State  for  at  least  two  years  previous  to 
the  tiling  of  the  same,  and  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  county  at  the  time  of  and  for 
at  least  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition,  which  Ixraa 
fide  residence  shall  be  duly  proven  by  such  petitioner  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
trying  the  same,  by  at  least  two  witnesses,  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  hoa«e 
holders  of  the  State. 

It  will  be  observed,  from  the  language  of  this  section,  that  the  bona  fide  residence 
of  the  petitioner  in  the  State  for  two  years,  and  in  the  county  in  which  the  petition 
may  be  filed  for  six  months  at  least  immediately  preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition, 
is  a  jurisdictional  fact,  which  ought  to  be  averred  in  a  petition  for  divorce,  and 
which  must  be  duly  proved  by  the  petitioner,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  trjnng 
the  ciiuse,  by  at  least  two  witnesses  who  are  resident  freeholders  and  householders  of 
the  State,  Ijefore  such  court  will  have  any  power  or  authority  to  decree  the  divorce. 

In  considering  this  feature  of  the  case,  the  legal  question  involved 
therein  was  disposed  of  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  his 
approval  of  the  opinion  of  the  chief  of  the  law  division  as  follows: 

It  is  to  be  noted  from  an  insj>ectioii  of  a  copy  of  the  divorce  proceedings  in  the 
soldier's  suit  against  the  claimant,  Anna  E.,  that  the  aflidavit  of  two  freeholders  as 
t<:)  his  residence  in  the  county  and  State  is  not  with  the  record.  It  is  to  be  presumed, 
however,  that  such  affidavits  were  filed  in  the  cause. 

In  the  present  investigation  that,  question  may  be  waived.  The 
evidence  of  two  freeholders  required  in  a  divorce  proceeding,  it  will 
be  observed,  had  reference  solely  to  the  manner  in  which  the  court 
acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  person,  not  of  the  defendant,  but  of  the 
petitioner. 

The  main  question  in  this  investigation  involves  an  inquiry  into  the 
manner  in  which  the  court  might  legally  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  nonresident  defendant,  the  claimant  in  the  case.  The 
petitioner,  William  T.   Shipp,  made  aflB davit  to  the  effect  that  the 
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defendant,  Annie  Shipp,  was,  at  the  time  he  filed  his  petition,  a  res- 
ident of  Tempe,  Maricopa  County,  Ariz.  Whenever  the  nonresidence 
of  a  defendant  shall  thus  be  made  known  to  the  court,  section  1056, 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  hereinbefore  fully  recited, 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  before  which  the  case  is 
pendinjif  to  forward  by  mail  to  such  defendant  the  number  of  the  paper 
containing  the  published  notice.  In  that  respect  also  the  record  of  the 
divorce  proceedings  is  silent. 

No  presumption  can  be  invoked  in  aid  of  a  judgment  or  decree  of 
divorce  where  the  defendant  has  at  all  times  been  outside  of  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  the  court  which  rendered  the  same.  In  such  a  case 
the  jurisdictional  facts  must  affii-matively  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
proceedings.  This  principle  is  clearly  announced  in  vol.  12,  page  271, 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclopaedia  of  Law,  as  follows: 

A  court  of  general  jurisdiction  proceeding  within  the  general  scope  of  its  powers  is 
presumed,  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  to  have  had  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  until  the 
contrary  appears. 

The  presumption,  however,  extends  only  to  jurisdictional  facts,  concerning  which 
the  record  is  silent.  When  the  record  states  the  evidence  or  makes  an  averment  as 
to  a  jurisdictional  fact,  that  averment  or  its  conclusion  from  such  evidence  will  not 
be  questioned,  but  when  the  defendant  appears  from  the  record  to  have  been  with- 
out the  court's  territorial  juripdiction,  lawful  service  will  only  be  presumed  when 
the  record  shows  he  appeared  and  defended. 

The  principle  was  again  announced  as  follows: 

Where  si>ecial  powers  conferred  upon  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  are  brought 
into  action  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law — that  is,  in  the  usual  form  of 
common  law  and  chancery  proceedings,  by  regular  process  and  personal  service, 
where  %  personal  judgment  or  decree  is  asked,  or  by  seizure  or  attachment  of  the 
property  where  a  judgment  in  rem  is  sought — the  same  presumption  of  jurisdiction 
will  usually  attend  the  judgments  of  the  court  as  in  cases  falling  within  its  general 
powers.  But  where  the  special  powers  conferred  are  exercised  in  a  special  manner, 
not  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  or  where  the  general  powers  of  the 
court  are  exercised  over  a  class  not  within  its  ordinary  jurisdiction  upon  the  per- 
formance of  prescribed  conditions,  no  such  presumption  of  jurisdiction  will  attend 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  The  facts  essential  to  the  exercise  of  the  special  jurisdic- 
tion must  appear  in  such  cases  upon  the  record.     Gal  pin  v.  Page,  18  Wall.    (U.S.),  350. 

In  the  case  of  Gray  v,  Larrimore,  2  Abb.  (U.  S.),  542,  the  same 
doctrine  is  announced,  as  follows: 

While  a  court  may  obtain  jurisdiction  over  persona  without  the  territorial  limits  of 
its  jurisdiction,  yet  it  would  appear  that  the  presumption  in  such  cases  is  not  quite 
the  same  as  in  cases  where  the  parties  are  within  those  territorial  limits.  Thus,  in  a 
case  where  it  appeared  from  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  State  court  that  at  the 
time  of  an  alleged  personal  service  on  certain  defendants  they  lived  beyond  the  reach 
of  process  from  that  court,  and  it  did  not  appear  from  the  record  that  they  had 
appeared  and  defended,  or  were  actually  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  court's 
jurisdiction  at  the  time  ser\'ice  was  made  on  them,  a  United  States  court  held  that 
the  presumption  that  the  parties  had  been  duly  served  with  process  ceased,  and  that 
the  burden  of  proving  jurisdiction  over  them  was  thrown  upon  the  parties  who 

invoked  the  benefit  of  the  decree  entered  in  the  case.  r^^^^T^ 
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The  doctrine  that  a  court,  in  acquiring  jurisdiction  over  the  person 
of  a  nonresident  who  resides  l)eyond  its  territorial  limits,  shall  strictly 
comply  with  the  statutory  recjuirements  is  a  very  wholesome  and  salu- 
tary provision  of  law,  and  its  wisdom  is  clearly  illustrated  by  the  peculiar 
facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case.  The  claimant  was  residing  in 
Arizona,  as  was  stated  in  the  aflSdavit  of  the  petitioner,  and  if  a  copy 
of  the  paper  containing  the  published  notice  of  the  divorce  proceedings 
had  been  mailed  to  her,  as  required  by  statute,  the  probabilities  are 
that  she  would  have  received  the  lawful  notice  contemplated.  She 
appeared  before  a  special  examiner  in  September,  1900,  at  which  time 
she  deposed  to  the  effect  that  the  first  notice  she  ever  had  in  relation 
to  the  divorce  proceedings  waa  contained  in  a  copy  of  the  Fi-anklin 
Star,  which  she  received  in  December,  189-4:,  setting  forth  the  fact  that 
the  divorce  had  been  granted.  If  notice  had  been  mailed  to  her,  as 
required  by  statute,  then  it  would  have  been  incumbent  upon  her  to 
have  interposed  her  defense  before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment^  and 
thus  would  have  been  avoided  the  unhappy  conditions  attending  the 
present  controversy^.  It  is  a  very  serious  and  a  material  matter  to 
have  the  social  and  legal  status  of  a  nonresident  affected  during  life 
by  the  judgment  of  a  couil;  of  another  State,  and  it  is  certainly  a  wise 
provision  of  the  law  that  extra  territorial  jurisdiction,  conferred  by 
statute  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  should  be  exercised  in 
absolute  compliance  with  such  statute. 

This  case  is  controlled  by  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Enmia  M. 
Cooper  (10  P.  D.,  434),  wherein  it  is  held  that— 

The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a  divorce 
from  her  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  while  she  resided  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 
The  transcript  of  the  record  fails  to  show  aflSrmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
in  the  divorce  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address  was 
known.  This  statutory  requirement  being  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court. 

The  action  complained  of  is  therefore  reversed,  with  directions  that 
the  case  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this  opinion,  and  action 
be  promptly  taken  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  case  has  been  made 
special. 

MARRIAGE— EVIDENCE— PRESUMPTIOX  OF  DEATH. 

Wesley  Buckler  et  al.  (minors). 

1.  Claimant's  first  husband  left  her  about  the  year  1856,  without  any  ostensible 
reason,  except  to  go  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  has  never  been  heard  of  by  his 
relatives  and  friends  since.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  would  justify 
the  conclusion  that  said  husband  intended  to  forsake,  renounce,  or  relinquish 
his  concern  or  interest  for  said  claimant,  and  it  is  held  that  under  the  act  of 
March  13,  1896,  the  facts  warrant  the  presumption  that  said  first  husband  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to  soldier,  ten  years  after  the  departure 
of  said  first  husband,  and  that  said  marriage  was  valid  and  she  £9  his  legal 
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2.  Where  no  recorti  of  deaths  is  in  existence  in  a  particular  jurisdiction,  testimony  of 
two  credible  witnesses  as  to  the  date  of  death  of  a  person,  giving  good  reasons  for 
fixing  a  certain  date  as  the  date  of  such  person's  death,  will  be  accepted  as  suf- 
ficient proof  of  the  date  thereof. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphdl  to  tlie  Commiasiontr  of  PensionSj 

Fehruary  11,  1901. 

Wesley  et  al.,  as  minors  of  Braxton  Buckler,  formerly  a  private  ii> 
Company  H,  Fourteenth  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  their  declara- 
tion under  the  general  law  on  April  5,  1890,  claim  being  rejected  on 
September  23,  1897,  in  the  foUowirg  terms,  viz: 

On  the  grounds  of  claimants'  inability,  aided  by  special  examination,  to  show  the- 
date  of  soldier's  death,  or  that  they  are  the  legitimate  children  of  soldier.  The 
mother  of  minors  had  been  previously  married  to  one  Ambers,  who  left  her,  and  hi» 
whereabouts  or  death  since  said  abandonment  can  not  be  ascertained. 

A  special  examination  was  held  in  this  case,  and  it  is  shown  that  the 
mother  of  claimants,  Mary  Jane,  died  in  1884.  It  appears  by  the  testi- 
mony of  her  sister  and  niece  that  at  some  date,  probably  as  early  as. 
1853,  the  said  Mary  Jane  married  one  Vanbrun  Ambers.  For  some 
reason  unknown  to  said  affiant  Ambers  left  his  wife,  certainly  as  early 
as  1856,  probably  earlier,  and  was  never  afterwards  heard  from.  The 
mother  returned  to  her  sister's  home  in  Illinois,  and  in  1858  she,  with 
her  sister's  family,  removed  to  Kentucky.  In  1866  the  mother  of 
claimants  remarried.  Her  second  husband  was  the  within  soldier  and 
the  father  of  the  claimants  herein,  and  the  marriage  was  by  ceremony 
shown  by  witnesses  of  said  marriage.  They  lived  together  as  maa 
and  wife  until  the  year  1875,  when  soldier  died. 

While  a  number  of  witnesses  who  testified  to  the  death  of  soldier 
could  not  fix  the  date  and  others  varied  some  little,  yet  two  witnesses 
do  fix  it  as  March  17,  1875.  C.  C.  Dodson,  a  man  of  good  reputa- 
tion for  veracity,  testifies  to  said  date  and  gives  good  reasons  for  his 
being  able  to  do  so.  Affiant  was  sick  at  the  time,  and  returned  from 
Sulphur  Springs  on  the  18th  of  March,  1875,  and  knows  that  soldier 
died  on  the  previous  day.  This  affiant  had  been  personally  acquainted 
with  soldier  since  1854.  A  cousin  of  claimants,  Mary  E.  Milner^ 
testifies  as  to  the  same  date.  She  gives  no  special  circumstance  which 
recalls  said  date,  but  says  she  knew  at  the  time  the  date  on  which  he 
died  and  has  always  remembered  it.  She  was  20  years  of  age  at  the 
time. 

As  to  the  date  on  which  soldier  died  it  must  be  admitted  that  it  is 
proven  as  well  as  the  circumstances  permit.  He  died  in  an  evidently 
not  thickly  settled  county  of  Kentuck}',  Carlisle,  and  no  record  of 
death  appears  to  have  been  preserved  if  such  a  record  was  ever  kept. 
It  is  in  evidence  that  the  county  records  were  all  destroyed  by  the 
burning  of  the  court-house  in  1880.  Two  witnesses  of  good  reputa- 
tion have  testified  to  the  same  date,  and  the  basis  of  ^their  knowledge 
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is  the  same  as  is  usual  in  such  cases.     It  is  therefore  concluded  that 
iioldier  died  on  March  17,  1875. 

The  question  of  the  legitimacy  of  claimants  depends  upon  the  validity 
of  the  marriage  of  their  mother  with  soldier.  That  the  mother  waj> 
married  to  one  Ambers  a  few  years  prior  to  1856  can  not  be  doubted; 
and  Ambers's  departure  in  1856,  together  with  his  continued  absence 
since  that  t  me,  is  as  well  proved  as  it  could  be  at  this  late  date.  Only 
two  persons  interviewed  appear  to  know  anything  about  Ambers. 
One,  the  sister  of  claimants'  mother,  and  who  was  about  20  years 
of  age  when  Ambers  departed,  testified  that  Mary  Jane  and  her  hus- 
band, Ambers,  lived  with  her  and  her  husband.  That  thereafter  they 
went  up  the  river  near  Paducah  and  lived  for  a  while.  That  later  on, 
certainly  as  early  as  1856,  Ambers  left  his  home  without  any  ostensi- 
ble reason,  and  Mary  Jane  returned  to  affiant's  house.  On  cross- 
examination  she  stated  that  she  knew  of  no  cause  for  Ambers's  depar- 
ture, and  she  never  knew  of  any  difficulty  between  him  and  his  wife. 
That  he  went  oflF  up  the  Wabash  River  and  no  one  heard  of  him  after- 
wards. Mary  Jane  continued  to  live  with  this  affiant  in  Illinois  until 
1858,  when  they  all  moved  to  Ballard  County,  Ky.,  and  so  lived 
until  1866,  when  her  sister  married  the  within  soldier  at  her  house. 
She  is  positive  that  this  last  marriage  was  at  least  ten  3'ears  after 
Ambers's  departure,  and  futher  states  that  all  the  famih",  including 
her  sister,  supposed  and  believed  that  Ambers  was  dead.  The  only 
way  in  which  she  can  account  for  Ambers's  departure  is  because  both 
he  and  her  sister  were  young.  It  is  shown  by  evidence  not  heretofore 
referred  to  that  Mary  Jane  was  probably  about  14  years  of  age  when 
she  married  Ambers,  and  that  she  was  not  over  17  years  of  age  at  his 
departure.  Affiant  is  positive  that  no  one  ever  heard  from  Ambers 
after  he  went  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  it  is  obsei'ved  that  she  would 
doubtless  be  in  a  position  to  know,  for  her  sister  lived  with  her  for  ten 
years  succeeding  his  departure. 

Affiant's  daughter  is  the  only  other  witness  who  can  throw  any  light 
on  this  phase  of  the  subject.  This  witness  was  a  very  small  child  when 
her  aunt  returned  to  her  mother's  house,  but  she  recalls  seeing  her 
<try  over  the  matter.  She  also  testifies  that  none  of  the  family  ever 
heard  again  from  Ambers,  and  that  all  interested  believed  him  to  be 
dead. 

This  is  a  case  in  which  a  presumption  of  death  is  involyed,  the  rule 
ss  to  a  presumption  of  death  being  laid  down  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Davie  v,  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  678),  and  is  as 
follows,  viz: 

A  person  shown  not  to  have  been  heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those  (if  any)  who, 
if  he  had  been  alive,  would  naturally  have  heard  from  him,  is  presumed  to  be  dead, 
unless  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not  being  heard  of 
without  assuming  his  death. 
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In  the  present  case  it  is  shown  that  Ambers,  for  no  special  reason 
disclosed  by  the  evidence,  nor  for  any  reason  that  can  be  deduced  from 
the  circumstances,  left  his  wife  about  the  year  1856,  and  was  never 
thereafter  heard  from.  That  after  a  space  of  ten  years  at  least 
Ambers's  wife  married  the  within  soldier,  and  became  the  mother  of 
the  claimants  herein,  and  remained  his  wife  until  his  death  on  March 
17,  1875;  and  the  issue  narrows  itself  down  to  the  question  as  to 
whether  Ambers  should  be  presumed  to  be  dead.  If  such  a  presump- 
tion can  legally  attach,  then  his  wife  had  a  legal  right  to  marry  the 
soldier,  and  the  issue  of  such  marriage  would  be  legitimate. 

In  discussing  this  question  it  is  first  observed  that  the  terms  of 
rejection  refer  to  Ambers's  departure  as  an  "abandonment"  of  claim- 
ant. Such  word  appears  to  be  used  as  an  equivalent  of  "desertion," 
and  if  the  evidence  showed  a  desertion,  then  the  rejection  would  be 
sound;  for  it  has  been  held  by  the  Department  that  a  presumption  of 
death  can  not  be  founded  upon  an  act  of  desertion.  (Helen  L.  Pepper^ 
9  P.  D.,  500.) 

In  order  for  a  case  of  desertion  to  be  made  out  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  party  not  only  actually  left  or  abandoned  his  family,  but  it  must 
further  be  shown  that  there  was  a  genuine  intention  in  the  mind  of 
such  person  to  desert  his  family.  In  this  connection  it  is  remarked 
that  not  everyone  who  leaves  his  wife  and  child  unprovided  for,  and 
for  even  a  long  length  of  time,  does  so  with  the  intent  to  desert  and 
abandon  them.  The  circumstances  surrounding  the  departure  must  be 
shown  to  be  such  as  would  warrant  the  conclusion,  to  a  candid  and 
impartial  mind,  that  the  party  intended  to  withdraw  his  support  and  to 
abandon  and  desert  them;  or,  as  is  the  full  significance  of  the  term, 
*' to  give  up  absolutely;  to  forsake  entirely;  to  renounce  utterly;  to 
relinquish  all  connection  with,  concern  in,  interest  for,  control  of,  or 
the  like.-'  (Webster's  Dictionary.)  It  must  be  confessed  that  the  evi- 
dence as  to  Ambers's  departure  is  very  meager,  and  the  cause  or  causes 
that  led  up  to  it  have  not  been  shown.  But,  inasmuch  as  you  have, 
under  the  evidence  that  has  been  adduced,  attempted  to  fonii  a  legal 
conclusion,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Department  to  review  such  conclusion, 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  evidence  warrants  a  holding  that  Ambers 
deserted  or  abandoned  his  family  within  the  true  legal  meaning  of  the 
term.  No  intent  to  absolutel}'  give  up  his  family,  or  to  forsake  his 
wife,  or  to  relinquish  all  connection  with  her,  or  interest  in,  has  been 
shown.  It  has  simply  been  demonstrated  that  he  went  away  in  1856. 
Not  only  the  very  essence  of  desertion  has  not  been  shown,  but  what 
little  evidence  there  is  in  the  case  upon  this  feature  is  not  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  warrant  a  presumption  of  desertion  or  abandonment. 

It  is,  therefore,  held  that,  so  far  as  the  issue  of  abandonment  has 
played  any  part  in  the  rejection  of  this  claim,  the  evidence  does  not 
warrant  the  conclusions  reached  by  you. 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


288  DECISIONS   BELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

It  only  remains  to  apply  the  rule  cited  in  Davie  v.  Briggs  to  the 
facts  in  evidence,  and  it  is  again  remarked,  that  while  the  evidence 
bearing  upon  such  application  of  the  rule  is  extremely  meager,  yet 
jou  have  seen  fit  to  draw  a  conclusion  from  such  evidence;  and  it  is 
also  quite  probable  that  said  evidence  is  all  that  can  be  obtained 
regarding  an  event  which  transpired  at  least  forty-four  years  ago,  in 
a  sparsely  settled  section  of  the  country,  and  which  few  persons  would 
naturally  be  cognizant  of,  and  in  which  the  person  most  interested 
died  in  1884. 

The  foundation  of  the  rule  cited  is  laid  in  that  natural,  inherent,  and 
instinctive  love  that  all  persons  have  for  those  near  and  dear  to  them, 
and  in  the  general  obsen^ance  of  all  of  their  duty  to  bear  the  responsi- 
bilities of  the  domestic  relations  cast  upon  them  while  living  in  a  state 
of  civilization.  The  rule  lays  down  the  doctrine  that  if,  during  the 
space  of  seven  years,  no  tidings  are  heard  of  an  absent  person  by 
those  who  naturally  would  hear  of  him,  then  it  will  be  presumed  that 
such  absent  person  is  dead;  but  it  includes  a  limitation  to  the  applica- 
tion of  such  a  doctrine  in  any  given  case,  to  the  end  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  given  case  must  be  such  that  they  do  not  account  for 
this  continued  unheard-of  absence. 

In  appljnng  this  rule  to  the  case  at  bar  we  are  first  to  discover, 
under  the  evidence  in  the  case,  whether  there  was  any  reason  or  cause 
for  the  departure  of  Ambers.  An  analysis  of  the  evidence  fails  to 
disclose  any  reason  for  Ambers's  departure,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
deduce  from  the  meager  circumstances  narrated  any  cause  for  his 
departure.  He  is  said  to  have  been  young  at  the  time;  we  know  his 
wife  was  not  over  17  years  of  age,  and  numberless  reasons  might  be 
given  for  his  departure,  none  of  which  would  be  traceable  to  an  inten- 
tion to  desert  his  wife.  We  can  not  presume  this  man  deliberately 
abandoned  his  wife  unless  there  is  at  least  some  evidence  on  which  to 
base  such  an  inference.  In  the  absence  of  such  evidence,  and  it  is 
absent  in  this  case,  the  presumption  is  that  he  did  not  so  intend. 

We  are  next  to  inquire  if  there  are  any  circumstances  in  evidence 
which  would  account  for  his  continued  absence.  All  that  can  be  said 
upon  this  issue  is  that  he  was  never  heard  of  after  his  departure,  and 
it  naturalh'^  follows  that,  as  a  legal  proposition,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
evidence  which  accounts  for  his  continued  absence.  The  evidence  dis- 
closes only  two  persons  who  would  naturally  have  heard  from  him. 
One  is  dead,  but  the  other  party,  a  sister  of  the  deceased  wife,  and  one 
with  whom  Ambers  foimerly  resided  and  with  whom  the  wife  lived 
uninterruptedly  for  ten  years  after  the  departure,  testifies  strongly  to 
the  fact  that  nothing  was  ever  heard  from  him  thereafter,  and  that  all 
the  family  believed  him  to  be  dead.  The  testimony  is  corroborated  by 
afliant's  daughter,  who  naturally  would  have  heard  the  matter  talked 
of  and  who  would  have  been  considera])ly  interested  as  she  advanced 
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in  years.  A  departure  of  the  husband  of  one  member  of  a  family 
would  be  a  natural  topic  of  conversation  and  discussion  in  such  a 
famil}^,  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  whereby  we  can  infer 
that  secrecy  would  have  been  observed  in  the  matter,  it  is  reasonable 
to  believe  that  if  Ambers  ever  had  been  heard  of  such  knowledge 
would  have  come  home  to  the  two  affiants  mentioned. 

All  presumptions,  either  of  law  or  fact,  are  based  upon  facts,  and 
before  a  presumption  can  obtain  proper  facts  on  which  such  a  pre- 
sumption is  based  must  be  in  evidence.  There  is  no  natural  presump- 
tion that,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  a  husband  or  wife  will  desert 
or  abandon  one  another.  A  nonnal  condition  of  the  domestic  relation 
being  shown,  or  in  the  absence  of  any  circumstances  whereby  it  could 
be  reasonably  inferred  that  the  domestic  relation  was  not  normal  or 
natural,  the  presumption  is  squarely  against  any  intention  to  deseiii  or 
abandon  when  one  departs  from  home,  and  such  a  presumption  will 
continue  to  attach  until  it  is  shown  that  the  domestic  tie  was  abnormal, 
and  then  such  a  condition  must  be  followed  up  by  evidence  showing 
that  the  abnormal  condition  was  such  or  gf  such  a  nature  as  to  make 
it  possible  that  the  party  intended  to  desert. 

Such  is  the  logic  of  the  rule  in  Davie  v.  Briggs,  supra,  and  it  is 
applied  under  such  an  analysis  in  the  present  case. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  discussion  herein  of  the  rule  in  Davie  v. 
Briggs,  as  applied,  is  confined  wholly  to  a  supposed  abandonment  or 
desertion  and  under  a  n<5nnal  condition  of  the  domestic  relations. 
Such  a  case  should  not  be  confounded  with  one  wherein,  although  the 
domestic  relation  is  normal,  there  are  other  influences  or  conditions 
which  might  and  often  do  cause  one  to  depart  from  his  home  and  not 
return  for  a  long  space  of  time,  if  ever,  and  to  keep  secret  his  where- 
abouts. An  abnormal  domestic  relation  is  not  the  only  cause  for 
which  individuals  leave  their  homes  and  attempt  to  lose  their  identity 
and  conceal  their  whereabouts  for  a  long  period  of  years,  and  often 
for  the  remainder  of  their  lives.  Each  case  must  therefore  stand  on 
its  own  footing  and  the  rule  applied  to  the  peculiar  circiunstances  sur- 
rounding each  case. 

The  Department  concludes,  under  the  evidence,  that  Ambers  must 
be  presumed  to  have  been  dead  at  the  end  of  seven  years  from  1856, 
that  his  wife  had  a  legal  right  to  marry  the  soldier,  and  that  the  claim- 
ants herein  are  the  legitimate  children  of  Braxton  Buckler,  the  soldier 
herein.  It  further  concludes  that  said  soldier  died  on  March  17, 
1875. 
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service-enlistment— miutaky  ags. 
Edward  E.  Napier. 

This  claimant  being  over  18  but  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  enlistment 
in  June,  1861,  such  enlistment  waij  valid  and  binding  upon  him;  and  any  disa- 
bility incurred  by  him  during  the  term  of  such  enlistment  but  after  his  desertion 
therefrom  and  while  serving  in  the  United  States  Navy  was  not  contracted  in 
line  of  duty. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

Felruary  15,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Edward  E.  Napier,  on  January  28, 1890,  filed  a  claim, 
No.  15959,  for  pension  on  account  of  wound  of  right  thigh,  alleged  to 
have  been  received  in  April,  1863,  while  serving  in  the  United  States 
Navy. 

The  claim  was  rejected  in  May,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the 
''claimant  was  not  discharged  from  one  of  his  rebellion  services;'^ 
the  records  of  the  War  Department  showing  his  desertion  August  8, 
1861,  from  Company  I,  Seventh  Missouri  Infantry,  in  which  organi- 
zation he  enlisted  June  3,  1861. 

On  October  29,  1898,  he  appealed,  through  his  attorneys,  who  con- 
tend that  this  rejection  is  erroneous  and  not  in  accordance  with  the 
decisions  of  the  Department  in  cases  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  382,  and 
Jasper  M.  Stine,  ibid.,  488,  because  the  alleged  wound  was  incurred, 
they  say,  subsequent  to  the  term  for  which  claimant  enlisted  June  3, 
1861,  and  because  he  was,  at  that  enlistment,  an'  infant  20  years  of 
age,  "  and  had  the  right  to  repudiate  such  contract  of  enlistment." 

Both  of  these  decisions  cited  were  rendered  in  1898,  long  after  the 
actioil  appealed  from  herein.  The  claimant  should  have,  therefore,  if 
he  believed  such  action  was  no  longer  tenable  because  of  said  deci- 
sions, first  applied  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  before  appealing 
to  this  Department  in  the  matter. 

The  case  is  one  readily  disposed  of,  however,  on  its  merits.  The 
records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  this  claimant's  enlistment 
in  June,  1861,  was  for  three  years,  his  company  being  mustered  out 
July  14,  1864.  His  two  reenlistments  in  the  Navy,  therefore,  on 
August  14,  1861  (from  which  he  was  discharged  July  15,  lvS62),  and 
on  January  24,  1863,  were  during  this  term  of  his  original  enlistment 
in  the  Anny ;  and  this  term  was  yet  subsisting  at  the  time  he  alleged 
he  was  wounded,  in  April,  1863.  He  was  discharged  from  his  second 
naval  service  August  24,  1863. 

Under  the  decision  in  the  case  of  John  Norton,  therefore,  the  alleged 
wound  must  be  held  to  have  been  received  when  not  in  line  of  duty, 
as  he  was  then  in  a  state  of  desertion  from  his  original  enlistment;  and 
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his  claim  would  be  properly  rejected  under  that  decision,  on  the  ground 
that  the  alleged  wound  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

His  attempt  to  avoid  this  first  contract  of  enlistment  is  equally  futile. 
He  alleges  he  was  then  20  years  of  age.  As  shown  in  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine,  cited,  officers  were  empowered  by  act  of 
Congress  of  December  10, 1814,  to  enlist  persons  between  the  ages  of  18 
and  50  years,  and  such  enlistments  were  declared  by  that  act  to  be 
'"binding  upon  all  persons  under  the  age  of  21  years;"  but,  by  the  act 
of  September  28, 1850,  the  Secretary  of  War  was  ordered  to  discharge 
from  service  any  soldier  who  was  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  time  he 
enlisted,  upon  proof  that  such  enlistment  was  without  the  consent  of 
parent  or  guardian. 

Under  these  laws,  which  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  this  claimant's 
enlistment  in  June,  1861,  it  is  clear  that  such  enlistment  was  valid  and 
binding  upon  him,  as  expressly  declared  b\'  the  act  of  December  10, 
1814.  He  was,  at  the  time  of  that  enlistment,  of  serviceable  age  under 
the  law,  and  the  enlistment  bound  him  legally  in  the  service;  and  the 
only  legal  means  of  escape  from  such  enlistment  was  by  a  military  dis- 
charge, whether  under  the  act  of  September  28,  1850,  upon  proof  that 
his  enlistment  was  without  the  consent  of  parent  or  guardian,  under 
any  other  law,  or  for  an}^  other  reason. 

The  muster-out  roll  of  the  company  shows  him  as  still  in  desertion, 
and  no  discharge  from  that  service  has  ever  been  granted  him  by  the 
War  Department.  He  was  not  in  line  of  duty,  therefore,  at  the  time 
he  alleges  he  received  this  wound,  and  rejection  of  the  claim  is  affirmed 
upon  that  ground. 

disloyaltt-section  1716,  revised  statutes-accrued  pension. 

Anna  M.  Winkler  (widow). 

Pension. having  erroneously  been  granted  to  the  soldier  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  he  ha\'ing  aided  and  abette<l  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  iStates,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  positively  prohibits  the  payment  of 
the  pension  that  may  have  accrued  to  him  to  the  date  of  his  death  to  his  widow. 

Asaiiftrmt  Seo^etary  F',  Z.  CairqUM  to  the  Com )iiii<x loner  of  Ptunums^ 

Fthruary  19,  1001. 

I  have  carefully  considered  your  communication  of  December  14. 
1900,  inviting  attention  to  decision  of  this  Department  of  December  5, 
1900,  affirming  on  appeal  the  rejection  by  the  Pension  Bureau  of  the 
claim  of  Anna  M.  Winkler  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the 
third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  Joseph  Winkler 
(deceased),  late  a  private  in  Company  G,  Forty -first  Missouri  Volun- 
teer Infantr}',  and  also  of  the  application  of  said  widow  to  be  paid  the 
pension  that  had  accrued  upon  the  certificate  of  her  deceased  husband 

p.  D. — VOL.  11 16  ^  T 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


242  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

at  the  time  of  his  death,  who  had  }>een  a  pensioner  under  the  provision^ 
of  the  J^eeond  section  of  said  aet^  and  requesting  instructions  additional 
to  those  contained  in  said  decision. 

The  claim  of  said  widow  for  pension  in  her  own  right  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  ISiKK  was  rejected 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  shown  that  the  deceased  soldier  had  ren- 
dered voluntary  military  service  in  the  Confederate  Army,  thus  volun- 
tarily aiding  and  al^etting  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  Stiites,  and  payment  of  pension  to  his  widow  was  prohibited  hv 
the  provisions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes;  but  payment  of  the 
pension  that  had  accrued  upon  the  certificate  of  the  soldier  at  the  date 
of  his  death  was  denied  said  widow  upon  the  ground  of  her  "*  inability 
to  prove  title  as  legal  widow  of  soldier." 

The  Department,  in  said  decision,  affirmed  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
for  widow's  pension  upon  the  ground  stated,  but  held  that  the  ground 
upon  which  the  Nvidow  was  denied  acxTued  pension  was  erroneous  and 
improper,  the  proof  being  ample  and  sufficient  to  establish  a  valid 
marriage  between  the  soldier  and  herself,  and  that  she  was  the  soldierV 
lawful  widow;  at  the  same  time  it  was  also  held  that  the  soldier  him- 
self having,  by  reason  of  his  Confederate  service,  Ijeen  erroneously 
pensioned,  and  not  being  legally  entitled  to  the  pension  which  had 
accrued  upon  his  certificate  at  the  date  of  his  death,  the  same  could  not 
lawfully  be  paid  to  his  widow,  the  prohibition  contained  in  section 
4716,  Revised  Statutes,  that— 

no  money  on  account  of  i>ension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow,  chil- 
dren, or  heirs  of  any  decreased  jxirson,  who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged  in, 
or  aided  or  abetted,  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 

forbidding  the  payment  of  accrued  pension  to  the  widow  just  as  posi- 
tively and  expressly  as  it  prohibited  the  payment  of  pension  to  her  in 
her  own  right.  , 

It  is  this  latter  holding  in  said  decision  to  which  attention  is  invited 
and  concerning  which  additional  instructions  are  desired. 

You  cite  The  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved 
April  1),  18i)8,  on  page  117,  under  the  head  of  "General  Instructions," 
as  follows: 

1 .  When  a  claim  for  pension  was  allowed  under  the  practice  prevailing  at  the  time 
of  its  allowance,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraud,  or  mistake  of  fact,  such  adjudication 
will  not  afterwards  be  distur]>e<l  for  the  reason  that  such  practice  has  })een  abrogateii 
or  modified  by  subsequent  nilings  or  decisions. 

This  rule  applies  to  (]uestions  of  original  title  to  pension  and  not  to  the  rate  of 
j)ensi()n. 

If,  however,  in  such  cases  an  ap])lication  is  filed  for  increase  or  additional  allow- 
ance of  ]>cnsion  uptni  the  same  basis  sl<  the  original  allowance  was  made,  such  appli- 
cation will  be  rejected  on  the  <rround  that  under  existing  rules  title  to  orijjinal  jiension 
could  not  be  jjranted  ujion  the  facts  shown,  and  therefore  an  increase  of  pension  or 
an  additional  allowance  on  tlie  same  basis  is  not  warranted. 
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Relative  to  the  foregoing  i-ule  of  practice  you  state: 

This  rule  was  designed  to  apply  to  certain  classes  of  cases,  and  among  others  to 
pensioners  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  who,  though  having  served  in  the  Confed- 
erate army,  had  been  pensioned  under  rulings  of  the  Department  holding  that  such 
8er\-ice  was  no  bar  to  pension  under  said  act.  Accordingly,  the  Bureau  has  so  applied 
the  rule,  and  where  pension  under  said  act  was  granted  prior  to  September  17,  1894 
(the  promulgation  of  decision  in  the  case  of  Job  White,  7  P.  D.,  312),  such  allowance 
will  not  now  be  disturbed  even  though  it  is  shown  that  pensioner  rendered  voluntar>' 
service  in  the  Confederate  army. 

In  this  case  pension  was  allowed  in  April,  1891.  There  was  no  fraud  or  conceal- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  who  was  not  required  to  state  whether  or  not  he  had 
served  in  the  Confederate  anny,  that  fact  being  deemed  immaterial  at  the  time  of 
the  allowance  of  his  claim.  If  said  pensioner  were  now  living  the  rule  cited  would 
prohibit  the  Bureau  from  dropping  his  name  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  mentioned. 

You  also  call  attention  to  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case 
of  William  Wilson  (10  P.  D.,  ?32),  wherein  the  rule  of  practice  referred 
to  was  considered  at  length,  and  was  approved  as  being  "founded  in 
good  policy  and  sustained  by  long-established  rulings  in  similar  cases." 

You  further  state:   - 

Under  the  practice  and  rules  as  construed  in  this  Bureau,  the  claim  for  accrued 
pension  in  this  case  would  be  allowed — claimant's  legal  widowhood  being  conceded; 
and  if  the  Department  approves,  such  action  will  now  be  taken. 

After  verj'^  careful  consideiution  of  the  subject  I  am  unable  to  con- 
cur in  the  view  that  the  nile  of  practice  referred  to  was  designed  to 
apply  to  or  that  it  could  properly  be  applied  to  the  cases  of  pen- 
sioners under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  who,  though  having  rendered 
voluntary  service  in  the  Confederate  arm}^  had  been  pensioned  under 
rulings  of  this  Department  holding  that  such  Confederate  service  was 
no  bar  to  pension  under  said  act. 

Said  rule,  by  its  very  tenns,  would  seem  to  have  been  intended  to 
prevent  the  subsequent  reopening  and  disturbing  the  adjudication  of 
pension  claims,  which  had  been  adjudicated  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  and  decisions  in  force  and  prevailing  at  the  time,  only  in  cases 
where  there  was  no  positive  and  explicit  statutoiy  legislation  govern- 
ing the  question  at  issue,  but  the  claims  had  been  allowed  upon  the  con- 
struction given  to  the  law  by  the  decisions  of  the  Department,  or  the 
rulings  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  on  some  doubtful  point,  or  where 
the  language  of  the  law  governing  the  case  was  open  to  and  a  proper 
subject  for  judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  and  such  construc- 
tion and  interpretation  had  been  abrogated  or  modified  by  subsequent 
decisions  and  rulings. 

This  seems  clearly  to  have  been  the  view  taken  as  to  the  scope  and 
intention  of  said  rule  of  practice  in  the  decision  of  this  Department  in 
the  case  of  William  Wilson  (10  P.  D.,  232),  to  which  you  invite  atten- 
tion. This  was  the  case  of  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the 
general  pension  law,  in  which  there  was  a  record  of  desertion  from  a 
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prior  term  of  service  standing  against  him  on  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  and  the  question  presented  for  decision  was  whether  a 
claim  for  increase  of  pension  based  upon  the  disability  of  accepted 
service  origin  for  which  he  was  then  pensioned  could  properly  be 
rejected  upon  the  ground  of  said  desertion.  At  the  time  of  the  orig- 
inal allowance  of  the  pension  the  seiTice  in  which  his  disability  had 
been  contracted  was  recognized  M'  the  decisions  of  the  Department 
and  the  rules  of  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau  as  legal,  and  disability 
incurred  in  lino  of  duty  therein  as  pensionable.  Subsequently  a  modi- 
fication of  the  decisions  and  a  change  of  the  rules  of  pi*actice  resulting 
from  a  different  construction  of  the  law  would  not  have  permitted  of 
the  allowance  of  said  pension  de  novo,  for  the  reason  that  the  service 
was  then  held  to  be  illegal  and  the  disability  nonpensionable.  The 
decision  referred  to  held,  and  this  is  all  that  it  did  hold  directly,  that 
as  long  as  the  name  of  the  pensioner  was  kept  on  the  rolls  and  he 
was  permitted  to  receive  pension  on  account  of  said  disability  he  could 
not  be  denied  an  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  an  increase  of  said 
disability  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  original  allowance  of  his 
pension  would  not  be  pennissible  under  the  present  rules  of  practice 
and  the  construction  of  the  law.  In  other  words,  the  ground  of  rejec- 
tion of  increase  going  to  the  very  foundation  of  the  pensioner's  title 
to  pension,  he  could  not  be  denied  increase  and  at  the  same  time  be 
permitted  to  continue  to  receive  the  pension  he  was  then  enjoying. 
The  question  of  the  effec  of  a  charge  of  desertion  upon  the  title  to 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law  is  one  con- 
cerning which  there  has  never  been  any  direct,  positive,  and  explicit 
legislation  by  act  of  Congress,  and  consequently  there  has  been,  from 
time  to  time,  great  contrariety  and  variance  of  opinion  and  decision 
and  frequent  changes  and  modifications  of  the  rules  of  practice  on  this 
subject,  growing  out  of  differing  views  as  to  the  proper  construction 
and  interpretation  to  be  placed  upon  the  law,  and  the  present  holding 
and  ruling  of  this  Department  on  the  question  of  desertion  is  more  a 
matter  of  implication  and  construction  than  a  fixed  and  invariable  rule. 
It  was  in  this  connection  and  in  discussing  its  application  to  ques- 
tions and  cases  of  this  character  that  said  rule  of  practice  was  stated 
in  said  decision  to  have  been  '^  founded  in  good  policy  and  sustained 
by  long-established  rulings  in  similar  cases,"  and  it  is  manifest  from 
its  whole  scope  and  tenor  that  it  wa^  never  intended  by  said  decision 
to  extend  the  application  of  said  rule  to  an}'  other  class  of  cases. 
There  is  nothing  in  said  decision,  or  in  any  other  decision  of  this 
Department,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  that  tends  in  the  slightest  degree 
to  sustain  the  view  that  where  Congress  has  b}'  positive,  direct,  and 
explicit  legislation  commanded  something  to  be  done  or  prohibited 
something  from  being  done,  any  rule  of  practice  or  decision  of  this 


Digitized  by 


Google 


J5ECISION8    RELATING    TO   PENSIONS.  245 

Department  can  opemte  to  annul,  modify,  or  in  any  way  affect  such 
istatutoiy  command  or  prohibition. 

The  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  cases  is  well  illustrated 
by  the  decisions  and  rulings  of  the  Department  and  the  practice  of 
the  Pension  Bureau  relative  to  this  very  question  of  desertion  itself. 

While  there  has  been  great  divergence  of  opinion  and  ruling  as  to 
the  effect  of  desertion  upon  title  to  pension  under  the  general  law, 
where  there  is  no  explicit  enactment  of  Congress  on  the  subject,  there 
has  been  practical  uniformity  of  both  decision  and  practice  with  regard 
to  the  effect  of  desertion  in  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
(See  case  of  John  Noi*ton,  OP.  D.,  385.)  In  the  latter  instance,  Con- 
gress having  declared,  by  positive  and  explicit  enactment,  that  an 
honorable  discharge  was  necessary  as  a  prerequisite  to  title  to  pension 
under  said  act,  desertion  from  the  service,  therein  designated  has  uni- 
formly been  held  to  constitute  a  complete  bar  to  the  allowance  of 
pension  under  its  provisions. 

The  case  we  are  now  considering,  and  the  case  of  any  other  pen- 
sioner or  applicant  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  who 
may  be  shown  to  have  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  to  have  aided  or 
abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
is  widely  different,  however,  from  the  case  of  Wilson  (supra).  Con- 
gress has  seen  fit  in  this  class  of  cases  to  impose,  b}^  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes,  a  positive,  distinct,  and  absolute  prohibition  against 
the  payment  of  any  money  on  account  of  pension  to  any  person,  or 
to  the  widow,  children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  concerning 
the  intent  and  effect  of  which  there  can  be  no  two  opinions,  and  the 
langauge  in  which  it  is  expressed  is  so  plain  and  obvious  that  it  does 
not  admit  of  construction  or  interpretiition. 

There  never  has  been  any  doubt  expressed  or  an}"  contrariety  of 
opinion  in  the  decisions  of  this  Department  as  to  the  meaning,  intent, 
or  effect  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes;  it  speaks  for  it-self  in  a 
manner  that  can  not  be  misunderstood.  The  contrariety  of  opinion 
and  decision  to  which  you  allude  was  merel}^  as  to  whether  the  pro- 
visions of  said  section  were  properly  applicable  to  pensioners  and 
claimants  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  having  been  definitely"  settled  and  determined  that  the  provisions 
of  said  sect  on  were  applicable  to  such  pensioners  and  claimants  for 
pension,  and  such  being  now  the  estiiblished  holding  of  the  Depart- 
ment, the  positive  prohibition  therein  contained  attaches  and  ])ecomes 
operative  eo  instanti,  and  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  payment  of 
any  money  on  account  of  pension  under  said  act  to  the  persons  desig- 
nated in  said  section  4716  would  be  a  direct  and  palpable  violation  of 
the  terms  of  said  section  and  absolutely  and  wholly  illegal. 

(Consequently,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  of 
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said  rule  of  practice  to  the  cases  of  *' pensioners  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 185)0,  who,  though  having  rendered  voluntary  service  in  the  Con- 
federate Arm}',  had  been  pensioned  under  rulings  of  the  Department 
holding  that  such  service  was  no  bar  to  pension  under  said  act." 
thereby  authorizing  the  continuance  of  payment  of  money  on  account 
of  pension  to  such  pensioners  in  direct  violation  of  the  positive  enact- 
ments of  section  4710,  Revised  Statutes,  was  a  misapplication  of  md 
rule  and  a  misinterpretation  of  its  true  meaning  and  intent,  and  that 
the  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau  thus  established  is  illegal  and  should 
be  at  once  abrogated. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  open  to  discussion  tha"  the  payment 
of  accrued  pension  to  a  widow  upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  the 
pensioner,  would  be  just  as  much  the  payment  to  her  of  money  on 
account  of  pension  as  the  payment  to  her  of  original  pension  as  the 
widow  of  such  deceased  pensioner.  If  this  be  conceded,  as  it  necessarily 
must,  then  the  inhibition  contained  in  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes, 
attaches  to  the  paj-ment  of  accrued  pension  to  the  widow  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  under  consideration  and  absolutely  forbids 
such  payment. 

To  deny  to  this  widow  pension  in  her  own  right  under  the  provisions 
of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  payment  of  such  pension  to  her  is  prohibited  by  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes,  on  account  of  the  voluntary  Confederate  service  of 
her  deceased  husband,  and  at  the  same  time  pay  to  her  the  pension  that 
had  accrued  upon  his  certificate  under  the  same  act  at  the  date  of  his 
death  would  be,  in  my  judgment,  inconsistent  and  in  violation  of  the 
express  provisions  of  the  law. 

The  decision  of  December  5,  1900,  on  the  appeal  in  the  claim  No. 
673285  of  Anna  M.,  as  widow  of  Joseph  Winkler,  late  a  private  in 
Company  G,  Forty-first  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  for  pension 
under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  *Tune  27, 1890,  will,  therefore,  not 
be  modified  or  changed  in  any  particular,  but  will  be  adhered  to,  and 
you  are  requested  to  conform  the  practice  of  the  Pension  Bercau  in  all 
similar  cases,  and  in  all  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  June  27,  181H), 
to  the  views  herein  expressed. 
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DEPEMDENT  PARENT'S    CL.AIMS— SECTION   4707  R.  8.— FEE— \VAR  WITH 

SPAIN. 

Kathrina  Blitch  (mother). 

1.  Where  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  wholly  under  section 

4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  calls  were  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  for  evi- 
dence of  dei>endence  at  the  date  of  the  soldier  son's  death,  and  the  proof  fur- 
nished establishes  dependence  at  date  of  soldier's  death,  and  the  provisions  of 
j^ection  1  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  have  in  no  manner  been  invoked,  it  is  error 
to  issue  the  certificate,  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  under  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

2.  In  such  a  case  the  attorney  prosecuting  the  claim  should  be  certified  such  fee  as 

agreed  upon,  evidenced  by  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agreements  filed  in 
the  claim,  not  excee<ling  $25. 

Assistant  Saretary  F.  L.  CamphM  t-o  the   Conwi  ins  loner  of  Pensitms^ 

Fehruary  20,  1901. 

Kathrina  Blitch,  as  dependent  mother  of  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  who 
served  as  private  in  Company  A,  First  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry, 
tiled  her  claim  January  7,  1899,  claiming  pension  on  account  of  the 
services  and  death  of  her  said  son. 

The  claim  was  adjudicated  and  allowed  February  2, 1900,  and  stated 
on  the  brief  face  '' approved  for  admission;  origin  of  death  in  service 
ac-c(^pted  under  section  4707,  as  amended  by  act  of  June  27,  1890,"  and 
a  fee  of  J^IO  was  certified  to  the  attorneys  of  record. 

Said  attorneys,  on  January  28, 1899,  filed  duplicate  articles  of  agree- 
ment for  a  fee  of  $25.  March  5,  1900,  said  attorneys  appealed  from 
your  action  refusing  them  a  fee  of  ^25  under  said  agreement,  contend- 
ing as  follows: 

The  above  entitled  claim  was  filed  by  us  on  January  7,  1899,  and  upon  June  28, 
1S99,  we  filed  in  said  claim  duplicate  fee  contracts  duly  Bigne<l  by  the  claimant, 
wherein  she  agreed  to  the  i>ayment  to  us  of  the  fee  of  $25,  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
July  4,  1884,  upon  the  allowance  of  her  claim  for  pension. 

iSubsetiuent  to  the  filing  of  the  said  claim,  and  in  anticipation  of  any  requirements 
from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  we  proceeded  to  the  obtaining  of  the  evidence 
nt'fe.si*ary  to  establish  the  same,  which  evidence  having  been  duly  furnislied  the 
rlaini  was  alloweil  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  under  date  of  February  9,  1900, 
anil  a  fee  of  but  $10  certified  to  us  as  the  attorneys  of  record  therein,  the  fee  con- 
trat-ts  filed  by  us  on  January  28,  1899,  as  above  stated,  an<l  for  which  we  hold  oliicial 
receipt,  Wing  entirely  ignored.  It  is  from  this  action  that  this  appeal  is  taken, 
believing  as  we  do  that  such  action  is  without  warrant  of  law,  and  should  be  reversed. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  in  claims  filed  by  persons  claiming  pensi(m  as  parents 
of  soldiers  who  served  in  the  recent  war  with  Spain  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Pension 
( )lfice  to  call  upon  such  applicants  to  elect  whether  they  claim  i>ension  under  the  old 
(jr  general  law,  act  of  July  14,  1862,  or  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  If  the  aj)pli- 
(!ant  elects  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  then  we  understand  it  to  be  the  practice  to  pay 
to  the  attorney  of  record  in  the  claim  a  fee  of  ?10,  ignoring  any  contracts  for  a  larger 
sum  which  may  be  on  file. 
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Ujx)!!  inquiry  wo  find  that  this  practice  is  liased  uix)n  the  decision  of  the  Secretary 
of  tlie  Interior  rendered  June  21,  IMM),  in  the  (^se  of  ElizalH»th  DarHnji,  mother  oi 
Franklin  Rickard,  current  decisiouF  244,  and  as  construed  by  a  further  decision  in 
the  panic  case  date<l  SeptendxT  22,  1S99. 

Aa  no  information  has  ))een  jfiven  to  us  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  ais  to 
why  our  fee  contract**  arc  ignore<i,  we  are  unable  to  state  with  that  definiteness  which 
might  1h>  dt*Hired  just  what  the  grounds  of  that  officer  are  for  the  action  now 
apix^ali^l  fn>m.  If,  however,  it  be  tnie  that  it  is  held  ])y  the  Pension  Office  that  the 
act  of  June  27,  1S9(),  grants  j)c»nsion  to  a  dei>endent  i>arent  of  a  soldier  dying  as  the 
result  of  service  in  tlie  recent  war  with  Spain  under  any  constniction  of  law  lai«l 
down  by  tlie  I)ci>artnient  in  the  Darling  case  referred  to,  we  Ixjlieve  such  decision  to 
be  unsound  and  not  warranted  by  anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  or 
in  the  Darling  decision  supra. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  as  follows: 

*'That  in  considering  the  jHjnsion  claims  of  dei)endent  parents  the  fact  of  the  sol- 
dier's death  by  reason  of  any  wound,  injury,  casualty,  or  disease  which,  under  the 
conditions  and  limitations  of  existing  laws,  would  have  entitled  him  to  an  invaii«l 
pension,  and  the  fact  that  the  soldier  left  no  widow  or  minor  children  ha\'ing  l)een 
shown  as  n^juired  by  law,  it  sliall  Ixi  necessary  only  to  show  by  competent  and  sulii- 
cient  evidence  that  such  j)arent  or  jjarents  are  without  other  jiresent  means  of  sui>- 
port  than  their  own  manual  lalK)r  or  the  contributions  of  others  not  legally  l)0Qud 
for  their  supi)ort:  l^ovidcdj  That  all  pensions  allowed  to  dependent  parents  under 
this  act  shall  commence  from  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  thereunder  and 
shall  continue  no  longer  than  the  existence  of  the  dejwndence." 

The  above-ijuoted  section  contains  no  granting  clause  giWng  pension  to  a  dei)end- 
ent  parent,  but  is  dirwted  to  changing  the  measure  of  proof  which  shall  be  require-i 
to  establish  the  title  of  dependent  parents  to  i)ension,  the  grant  of  pension  to  surh 
parents  being  provided  for  in  section  4707  Revised  Statutes. 

In  tlie  supplementary  decision  in  the  Darling  cas<s  or  that  rendere<l  September 
22,  1S99,  it  was  held  that  that  portion  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  provides 
that  "rank  in  the  service  shall  not  be  considered  in  applications  filed  under  this  act" 
did  not  ai)ply  to  claims  of  dei>endent  parents,  thus  confinning  the  views  laid  down 
in  the  previous  decision  rendered  in  this  casi\ 

As  it  has  been  definitely  determined  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contains  no 
granting  cliiuse  giving  title  to  i)ension  to  dependent  parents,  but  that  such  title  n>ti 
upon  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  why  are  the  proj>erly  executed 
contracts  for  fee  filed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  4,  1884,  not  applicable, 
the  cliiini  in  which  they  are  filed  being  ])urely  one  filed  under  the  general  law  as 
contradistinguished  from  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

We  would  therefore  refjuest  that  you  will  direct  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to 
certify  to  us  a  fee  of  S^25  as  j)rovided  for  in  the  fee  contracts  executed  by  the  appli- 
cant and  file<l  in  this  claim. 

In  your  report  upon  said  appeal  you  state: 

Kathrina  Blitch  filed  on  January  7,  1899,  a  claim  for  j>ension  as  the  dependent 
mother  of  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  late  private,  Company  A,  First  Illinois  Volunteer 
Infantry,  who  die<l  whiU-  in  the  service  during  the  late  war  with  Spain,  on  Septem- 
ber 18,  1S9S. 

In  the  declaration  the  ap])licant  claims  ]>ension  under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of 
Congress  gi-anting  jK'iisions  to  <lc]K'ii(lent  relatives  and  allegtMl  dei>endence  in  i>art 
upon  the  said  soldier  for  support.  She  api>ointed  W.  W.  Dudley  &  Co.,  her  attor- 
neys, and  they  on  January  2s,  1S99,  file<l  <lui)licate  c()]>ies  of  articles  of  agreement  to 
allow  tlicm.  in  case  the  pension  was  granted,  a  fee  of  ><2iy,  these  articles  of  agreement 
are  in  <hu'  form.     Calls  were  made  for  evidence  as  to  income  in  1898  and  since,  and 
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evidence  to  show  that  the  claimant  was  largely  dej^endent  iii)on  her  son,  the  deceased 
boldier,  for  support  and  contributions  from  him  was  filed.  The  claim  was  adjudicated 
and  certificate  issue<l  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  it  beuij;  held  in  effect  that  the  claim  was  one  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  articles  of  agreement  were  not  recognized,  and  the 
fee  of  $10  only  was  allowed,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Sarah  O. 
Stockwell  (Pension  Decisions,  vol.  10,  p.  428) ,  in  which  it  is  held  that  a  fee  in  excess 
of  $10  can  not  be  paid  in  a  dependent  mother's  or  any  other  claim  under  the  ai*t  of 
June  27,  1890.  From  this  action  the  attorneys  appeal.  They  contend  that  as  it  has 
been  definitely  determined  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contains  no  granting  clause 
^ving  title  to  jiension  to  dependent  i)arents,  but  that  such  title  rests  upon  the  i)ro- 
Wsions  of  sec^tion  4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  that  properly  executed 
contracts  for  fee  tiled  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  are  applicable, 
the  claim  in  which  they  are  filed  being  purely  one  under  the  general  law  as  contra- 
distinguished from  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  ca.«e  is  similar  to  that  of  Kathryne  A.  Ratcliffe,  certificate  No.  496541,  con- 
jaidered  by  the  Department  in  a  decision  dated  Decemljer  8,  1900.  Claim  was  filed 
and  pn.)8ecuted  by  the  attorneys  (W.W.Dudley  &  Co.,  appellants  in  the  claim  at 
pres?ent  under  consideration)  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  United  States, 
without  regard  to  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  In  this  decision  the  Department  lays 
down  the  rule  that  an  applicant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she 
so  elects,  make  and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes,  United  States,  without  reganl  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  and  overrules  so  much  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Dar- 
ling (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299),  as  denies  the  existence  of  such  a  right  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  Department  further  expresses  the 
opinion  that  the  claim  should  l)e  regarded  as  having  l)een  made  and  prosecuted 
wholly  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707  Revised  Statutes,  Unite<l  Statt»s,  and  as 
unaffected  by  anything  contained  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  directs  that  if 
nt^cessary  a  readjudication  should  }>e  made  and  a  new  certificate  issued. 

In  acconlance  with  this  decision  the  api)ellanbJ  in  the  case  now  under  considera- 
tion, have,  since  entering  their  ai)i)eal,  filed  an  application  for  readjudication  c)f  the 
case  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  under  which  section  the 
claim  was  filed  and  i)rost»cuted,  and  for  the  certification  of  a  fee  of  $25  under  duly 
executed  contracts  filed  in  duplicate,  less  the  $^10  previously  paid  them.  Shall  the 
claim  l^e  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  the  Ratcliffe  case,  and 
shall  that  decisicm  be  regarde<l  as  retroactive  in  its  application  and  govern  the 
Bureau  in  all  similar  cases  adjudicate<l  under  the  decisions  in  the  Darling  and  Stock- 
well  cases.     (Supni.) 

In  view  of  the  large  number  of  cases  adjudicated  under  these  decisions  and  of  the 
fact  that  a  readjudication  would  result  in  no  i)resent  benefit  to  the  claimants,  but 
only  to  the  advantage  of  the  attorneys  and  entail  a  large  amount  of  work  upon  the 
Bureau,  it  is  of  doubtful  propriety  and  exix^diency  to  reopen  cases  adjudicated  under 
a  former  construction  of  the  laws  merely  upon  the  applications  of  the  attorneys,  who 
would  \)e  the  only  Ixjneficiaries. 

If  such  readjudication  is  determined  upon,  sliall  it  be  upon  the  applications  of 
attorneys  only  and  not  upon  the  ai>plications  of  the  claimants  themselyes,  and  with- 
out a  full  knowledge  on  their  parts  of  all  their  rights  and  privileges  as  to  i)roof 
recjuired  and  the  fees  which  may  be  allowed,  and  an  op])ortmiity  being  triven  them 
to  elect  under  which  law  their  ai)plications  may  be  adju<licated,  as  in  cases  unadjudi- 
cate<l  at  the  date  of  your  decision  in  the  Ratcliffe  case  or  thereafter  to  be  filed? 

I  have  the  honor  to  request  that  you  will,  at  your  earliest  convenience,  fully  a<lvise 
and  instruct  me  in  the  premises. 

The  appeal  and  pai)ers  in  the  aise  are  herewith  transmitted. 
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In  claimant's  declaration  for  pension  she  alleges  that — 

*  *  *  nhe  is  the  mother  of  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  who  enlisted  under  the  name  of 
Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  in  Chicago,  111.,  on  the  13th  day  of  June,  1898,  in  Company  A, 
Firnt  Regiment  Illinois  Volunteers,  war  with  Sjiain.  Who  was  taken  ill  with  typhoid- 
malarial  fever  while  on  duty  at  Santiago,  Cuba,  and  who  died  at  New  Haven,  Conn,, 
in  consequence  of  the  above  disease  on  the  18th  day  of  September,  1898,  who  bore 
at  the  time  of  death  the  rank  of  private  in  Company  A,  First  Illinois  Volunteen*;  that 
said  son,  Nicholas  L.  Blitch,  left  neither  widow  or  child  under  16  years  of  age  sur- 
viving; that  said  claimant  was  married  to  the  father  of  the  said  son  at  Cedar  Falls. 
Iowa,  on  the  20th  day  of  August,  1868,  by  Rev.  Father  Murphy;  that  she  was  partly 
dei)endent  upon  said  son  for  supjwrt;  that  the  father  of  said  son  died  at  Dubuque, 
Iowa,  on  the  6th  day  of  Septeml)er,  A.  D.  1893. 

On  December  1,  18J^0,  j'our  Bureau  called  upon  the  claimant  to  show 
whether  she,  or  her  husband,  had  disposed  of  any  real  estate  since 
soldier's  death,  and  if  so  a  transcript  from  the  public  records  showing 
to  whom  and  for  what  consideration  transfer  was  made.  Also  the  tes- 
timony of  credible  witnesses  show  ing  the  amount  and  source  of  claim- 
ant's income  and  her  means  of  support  in  181)8  and  since.  On  the  same 
day  a  call  was  made  for  a  duly  verified  statement  of  the  oflScer  having 
custody  of  the  proper  records,  describing  all  taxaUe  property  borne 
on  the  rolls  in  the  name  of  claimant  for  the  years  1898  and  1899,  and 
showing  the  assessed  value  of  such  property  and  the  ratio  that  such 
property  bears  to  the  true  or  cash  value. 

It  will  l)e  seen  from  the  foregoing  that  this  claim  was  filed  under  the 
provisions  of  section  47o7,  and  prosecuted  thereunder  without  regard 
to  the  provision  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Claimant 
filed  evidence  showing  her  dependence  upon  said  soldier  for  support 
at  the  date  of  his  death  and  since,  in  accordance  with  the  calls  made 
b}^  the  Bureau.  This  brings  the  case  clearly  within  that  of  Kathrine 
A.  Ratcliffe,  dependent  mother  of  Stephen  M.  Ratcliffe,  late  private. 
Company  D,  First  ^lissouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  which  will  be  reported 
in  vol.  11,  P.  D.,  171.  The  question  arises,  have  the  attorneys  a  right 
to  their  fee  of  $25,  as  stipulated  in  the  fee  agreement  filed  in  the  case  J 

In  the  case  of  Ratcliffe  (supra)  referring  to  the  effect  of  section  1 
of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  upon  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  it 
was  said: 

Siiid  section  dearly  contains  no  express  repeal  of  anything:  in  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  there  can  be  no  implied  repeal  unless  the  provisions  of  the  two  sections 
are  rt>pu^iiant,  fo  that  both  can  not  stand  and  Ije  executed  together.  I  am  unable 
t<:)  Jree  that  there  is  any  repugnance.  The  manifest  intent  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
was  not  to  take  away  any  existing  rights  to  pension,  hut  to  establish  additional  or 
alternative  rights.  The  oi>ening  of  a  new  and  easier  road  to  pension  does  not  neces- 
sarily preclude  a])i)licants  from  taking  the  older  and  more  difficult  route  if  they  con- 
ceive it  to  be  to  their  advantage  to  do  so.     *    *    * 

The  actual  i)ecuniary  benefits,  to  be  obtaine<l  by  i)roceeding  under  said  action  may 
be  no  greater  than  would  be  secureti  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  they  may  even 
be  less;  nevertheless  the  law  imp(t>es  no  restriction  upon  the  applicant.  If  he  lor 
she)  for  purely  sentimental  or  fanciful  reasons  j)refers  to  make  and  prosecute  the 
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claim  under  the  older  law,  he  has  an  undoubted  right  to  do  so.  In  the  case  of  a 
soldier  or  a  widow  applicant  this  right  ia  not  questioned.  Why  should  it  be  in  the 
case  of  a  dependent  parent?  It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  establishment  of  a 
claim  under  the  provisions  of  old  law  rather  than  under  those  of  the  new  may  not 
at  .«ome  time  result  in  pecuniary  benefit  to  the  claimant.  Such  would  be  the  effect, 
for  instance,  if  the  limitation  upon  the  arrears  act  of  March  3,  1879,  should  be 
rei»eale<l.  But  even  if  no  substantial  benefit  could  ever  accrue,  I  find  no  authority 
for  I  oercing  the  choice  of  a  claimant  to  whom  the  law  i^ermits  alternative  courses  of 
acticm. 

It  clearly  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case  that  the  claim  was 
tiled  and  prosecuted,  wholly,  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes.  You  required  claimant  to  show  dependence  upon 
her  said  son  at  the  date  of  his  death  and  since,  but  issued  the  certifi- 
cate for  pension  under  said  section  as  amended  by  section  1  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890.  The  benefits  of  the  act  of  181)0  were  not  invoked, 
nor  did  said  section  1  cut  any  figure  in  the  case  until  the  certificate 
was  issued.  Your  action  was,  presumably,  based  upon  the  dictum 
contained  in  the  Darling  case  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299),  which  was  over- 
ruled in  the  Ratcliffe  case.  I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  the 
certificate  in  thLs  case  was  improperly  issued  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
18t^,  and  that  the  attorneys  who  prosecuted  the  claim  were  improp- 
erly denied  the  fee  stipulated  in  the  duplicate  fee  agreements  filed 
prior  to  the  final  adjudication  of  the  claim. 

The  Department  therefore  holds: 

1.  Where  a  dependent  parent's  claim  is  filed  and  prosecuted  under 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  without  invoking  the  benefits  conferred 
by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  where  the  calls  by 
the  Bureau  for  evidence  of  dependence  relate  soleh^  to  claimant's  con- 
dition of  dependency  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  soldier  son,  and 
continuance  since,  and  the  evidence  furnished  is  in  accordance  with 
such  calls,  it  is  error  on  allowance  of  the  claim  to  issue  the  certificate 
as  under  section  47o7,  Kevised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  1  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

2.  In  such  a  case  the  attorney  prosecuting  the  claim  is  entitled  to 
such  fee  as  ma}'  be  stipulated  in  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agree- 
ments filed  in  the  claim  prior  to  the  final  adjudication  of  the  claim, 
not  exceeding  $25. 

Referring  to  that  part  of  your  report  on  the  appeal  requesting  to 
be  informed  whether  the  decision  in  the  Ratcliffe  case  should  be  con- 
sidered as  retroactive  it  is  only  necessarv  to  say  that  it  is  believed  that 
>aid  decision  properly  states  the  existing  law  applica])le  to  claims  by 
dependent  parents,  and  whenever  an  application  is  made  to  readjudi- 
cate  a  claim  heretofore  erroneously  adjudicated  it  should  be  readjudi- 
cated  in  accordance  with  the  law  as  construed  in  the  Ratcliffe  case. 

You  Avill  therefore  please  reudjudicate  this  claim  and  reissue  the 
certificate  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Action  reversed. 
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dislo y alt y— coxscri l»tion— special  exa>nnatiox. 

Lewis  Riddle. 

The  testimony  fikMi  by  the  claimant  tondinp  t*)  show  that  he  did  not  voliintarily 
enpajje  in  or  aid  or  alK*t  the  late  relx»llion,  si>ecial  examination  is  direi-te^i  in 
order  to  satisfactorily  and  fully  <letermine  the  facts,  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  ghowinjr  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  ser^'ice  and  desertion  two 
months,  probably,  later. 

Afm-stcwt  Secrttdry  1*\  L,  Onaphell  to  tfut  Commissio^n^T  of  Pe7ii<iom, 

Ftfhruary  23.  1901, 

This  appellant,  Lewis  Riddle,  was  a  member  from  November  3, 1802, 
to  August  23,  18ti5,  of  Company  A,  First  Arkansas  Cavalry,  and  wjis 
formerly  pensioned,  certificate  No.  882650,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  but  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  in  September,  1898,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  voluntarily  served  in  the  Confederate  army  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  he  appealed  October  18,  1898,  admitting 
that  he  served  in  said  arm3%  but  contending  that  such  service  wiis 
forced  and  constrained  by  the  Confederate  soldiers  in  his  locality  and 
that  he  deserted  therefrom  at  the  first  opportunity. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  claimant  enlisted  for 
three  years  in  Company  E,  Thirty-fourth  (also  called  Second)  Arkansas 
Infantry,  Confederate  States  army,  on  August  13  (\'ear  not  stated)  and 
deserted  October  20,  1862,  as  shown  by  roll  from  June  17  to  October 
31,  18t)2,  the  first  on  file,  his  name  being  dropped  from  subsequent 
rolls. 

Claimant  admits,  on  special  examination  in  June,  1898,  that  he  served 
in  above-mentioned  company  in  the  Confederate  anu}'  about  two 
months,  but  was  forced,  he  says,  into  such  service.  He  testifies  that 
for  two  months  after  the  Confederate  conscript  law  was  pa-ssed  he 
and  others  hid  out  in  the  mountains  in  Arkansas  in  order  to  escape 
conscription  into  that  service,  but  were  hunted  down  so  vigorously 
by  the  rebel  soldiers  that  they  sent  for  Captain  Wright,  of  the 
Confederate  compan}'  above  mentioned,  and  four  of  them  surrendered 
to  him  and  went  into  his  companv  rather  than  be  captured  and  placed 
in  some  other  command;  that  as  soon  as  they  arrived  near  the  Federal 
lines  he  d(^serted  and  immediately  enlisted  in  the  Federal  Army;  that 
he  hoped  to  avoid  any  Confedenite  service,  but  ''  it  was  too  warm 
here"  and  he  was  compelled  to  enter  that  service;  that  those  who 
enlisted  therein  with  him  are  dead,  and  he  can  prove  that  that  service 
was  not  voluntar}'  only  b}'  said  Captain  Wright,  who  now  resides  at 
Chester,  Ark. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  in  September,  1898,  under  notice  of  contem- 
plated withdrawal  of  pension,  claimant  stated  further  that  he  was 
always  of  Union  sentiments  and  voted  for  a  Union  delegate  to  the  State 
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convention  called  to  consider  the  question  of  seceding,  and  did  every- 
thing he  could  to  prevent  secession;  that  the  rebels  were  bushwhack- 
ing the  country  and  either  forcing  Union  men  into  the  rebel  army  or 
killing  them,  and  he  recalled,  naming  them,  eight  whoSvere  thus  killed, 
he  says;  that  his  father  advised  him  to  surrender  until  he  could  get  an 
opportunity  to  escape,  and  he  had  already  tried  once  to  go  North,  but 
gfot  only  30  miles  aVa}'  when  he  was  forced  to  return,  as  he  found  he 
could  not  get  North  without  being  killed;  that  he  still  hid  out  and  was 
afraid  even  to  go  to  the  Confederate  arm}'  because  of  the  frequent 
killings,  and  so  sent  for  Captain  Wright  and  surrendered  to  him:  that 
while  with  the  Confederates  he  had  no  arms  of  any  kind  and  did  nothing 
to  aid  them,  and  escaped  as  soon  as  they  "  fell  back  south  and  opened 
the  way.'' 

Andrew  L.  Wilson,  signing  by  mark,  states  in  his  affidavit,  filed  at 
the  same  time  as  claimant's,  that  he  was  living  a  close  neighbor  to 
claimant  when  the  war  broke  out  and  had  known  him  well  since  1857; 
that  the  question  of  secession  was  frequently  discussed  between  them 
'•when  no  secesh  or  rebels  were  present,"  and  he  knows  claimant 
was  a  Union  man  and  voted  for  a  Union  delegate  to  the  State  conven- 
tion; that  claimant  hid  out  in  the  mountains  for  two  months  after  the 
Confederate  conscript  law  was  passed;  that  he  caiTied  claimant  pro- 
visions while  so  in  hiding,  and  his  (affiant's)  house  was  searched  for 
claimant  twice  in  the  night  time  and  several  times  during  the  da}',  and 
the  rebels  said  they  were  going  to  get  them  if  they  had  to  hunt  every 
brush  thicket  in  the  country,  and  he  names  twelve  who  were  killed, 
he  says,  while  thus  in  hiding  as  Union  men,  and  claimant's  father  was 
hung  by  them  and  robbed  of  all  his  property,  he  says;  that  claimant's 
father  came  to  him  (affiant)  the  next  day  where  he  was  lying  out,  and 
he  saw  where  the  rope  cut  his  neck;  that  in  consequence  of  this 
extreme  condition  of  affairs  claimant  was  advised  by  his  father  to  sur- 
render, and  did,  he  understands,  to  Captain  Wright,  who  went  out  to 
meet  him. 

Celia  A.  Fears,  also  signing  by  mark,  in  an  affidavit  filed  at  the 
same  time,  states  she  stayed  with  claimant's  wife  nights  when  claimant 
was  in  hiding,  and  they  cooked  food  which  her  father,  A.  L.  Wilson 
above  named,  took  out  to  claimant  and  others  in  hiding;  that  the 
rebels  robbed  claimant's  house,  taking  everything  he  had,  so  that  his 
wife  could  not  keep  house  and  had  to  go  to  affiant's;  that  so  many 
were  killed  by  the  rebels  and  times  became  so  bad  that  claimant 
finally  surrendered  to  the  Confederates  and  remained  with  them  until 
he  could  safely  get  to  the  Union  lines;  jthat  he  told  his  wife,  in  affiant's 
presence,  the  evening  before  he  surrendered,  that  he  was  going  to  get 
out  as  soon  as  he  could. 

B.  E.  Snead  also  states,  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  lived  in  claimant's 
neighborhood  from  1847;  that  he  knows  claimant  and  his  father  and 
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two  brothers  were  all  Union  men  and  voted  for  Union  delegates  to  the 
State  convention;  that  one  brother  was  killed  in  the  Union  Arinv  and 
his  father  was  hung  b}^  the  Confederates  to  extort  the  place  of  hiding 
of  claimant  and  others;  that  he  himself  was  in  hiding  with  them  mi 
food  and  infomiation  were  brought  them  by  Mrs.  Wilson;  that  Con- 
federate scouts  searched  his  house  several  times  for  claimant,  and 
killed  a  number  of  Union  men  who  were  in  hiding;  that  he  and  claim- 
ant's father  and  others  advised  claimant  to  surrender  and  then  escape 
when  he  could,  and  that  he  knows  claimant  did  not  voluntarilv  aid  or 
abet  the  rebellion. 

It  has  repeatedly  been  held  by  the  Department  that  enlistment  in 
the  Confederate  army  is  presumptive  proof  of  a  voluntar}-  aiding  and 
abetting  of  the  rebellion  within  the  meaning  of  section  4716  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (Milo  Ousterhout,  7  P.  D.,  270;  Augustus  H.  Longee, 
ibid,  586;  William  C.  Couch,  8  P.  D.,  39;  James  H,  Rainey,  ibid.  77: 
Barnabas  Sarver,  9  P.  D.,  294;  John  H.  Kimball,  11  P.  D.^,  124,  13(>). 

It  is  also  held  that  where  it  is  shown  such  enlistment  was  through 
conscription  or  duress,  or  merely  for  the  purpose  of  escaping  into  the 
Union  lines,  and  without  any  pui*pose  or  intent  to  aid  and  abet  the 
rebellion,  this  presumption  is  overcome  and  the  case  is  not  within  the 
inhibition  of  said  section  4716.  See  the  cases  above  cited,  particularly 
those  of  Rainey  and  Kimball. 

In  the  present  case  it  appears  from  claimant's  allegations  and  evi- 
dence that  he  was  in  fact  and  was  geneiTill}'  known  as  a  Union  man: 
that  he  was  forced  because  of  his  known  opposition  to  secession  to 
leave  his  home,  which  was  plundered  and  rendered  uninhabitable^  and 
to  lie  out  in  the  mountains  in  hiding  for' two  months  in  order  to 
escape  conscription  or  an  alternative  killing,  with  apparently  the 
probabilities  in  favor  of  the  latter;  that  in  consequence  of  these  efforts 
against  him,  particularly  after  at  least  one  ineffectual  attempt  to  get 
North,  and  with  a  ruthless  death  apparently  staring  him  in  the  face  so 
strongly  that  he  dared  not  even  submit  to  a  capture  bj"  the  numei*ous 
scouts  who  wero  hounding  him  down,  he  prudently,  by  the  advice  of 
his  father,  who  had  already  suffered  on  his  account  from  an  attempted 
hanging,  sent  for  the  captain  of  the  Confederate  company,  surrendered 
to  him  and  enlisted  in  said  company  soleh'  as  a  means,  and  apparently 
the  only  means,  to  avoid  a  fruitless  death  and  escape  into  the  Union 
lines  at  his  first  opportunity,  as  he  told  his  wife  the  evening  before 
and  as  was  the  understanding  of  his  friends. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  corroborate  claimant's  allega- 
tions. They  show  he  deserted  from  this  rebel  compan}'  in  which  he 
had,  he  says,  l)orne  no  arms  and  given  no  aid  to  the  rebellion,  in  two 
months  (probably),  and  within  two  weeks  thereafter  enlisted  in  the 
Union  Army,  where  he  served  for  nearly  three  years,  being  discharged 
only  when  the  war  had  ended  and  his  loyal  services  wero  no  longer 
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required.  He  does  not  appear  to  have  been  absent  from  his  duty 
during  his  whole  Union  service. 

1  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  claim  should  be  submitted  for  special 
examination  upon  the  question  of  claimant's  having  voluntarily 
engaged  in,  or  aided,  or  abetted  the  rebellion.  The  adverse  presump- 
tion from  the  fact  of  his  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  sei'vice  is  strong. 
So,  also,  is  the  testimony  tiled  by  him  in  rebuttal,  corroboi'ated,  as  it 
is,  by  the  record  itself.  Two  of  the  three  affiants,  however,  sign  by 
mark,  and  the  third  affidavit  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  affiant.  The  testimony  of  Captain  Wright,  who  is,  claimant 
say«,  the  only  one  now  living  who  can  testify  as  to  his  enlistment  in 
that  service  being  forced  and  involuntary,  has  not  been  obtained, 
although  apparently  accessible. 

The  action  appealed  from,  therefore,  is  reversed,  and  you  will  read- 
judicate  the  claim  as  indicated. 


DIVISION  OF  PENSION— ACT  MARCH  3,  1809-REPAYMENT  TO  PEN- 
SIONER. 

Henry  N.  Kothery. 

It  having  been  decided  that  upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  law  and  upon  the 
evidence  in  the  case  the  dixasion  of  the  pension  and  the  payment  to  the  wife  of 
this  pensioner,  by  virtue  of  the  act  named,  were  erroneous  and  without  proper 
warrant  of  law,  the  refusal  to  restore  to  him  the  amount  of  which  he  was 
deprived  is  likewise  illegal,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  amount  shall  be  paid  to 
him. 

Assi^ta)it  Sec7\4ary  F.  L,  Camphell  to  the  Co nirrhissiorur  of  Pensions^ 

FcbriMry  23,  1901. 

Henry  N.  Bother^-,  late  of  Company  D,  Fifth  United  States  Artil- 
lery, who  is  a  pensioner  at  $30  per  month,  on  account  of  injury  of  left 
temple  and  disease  of  liver  and  stomach,  has  entered  an  appeal,  Febru- 
ary 7,  1901,  from  your  refusal  to  refund  or  pay  to  him  the  sum  of 
^270,  the  same  being  one-half  of  his  pension  for  the  eighteen  months 
ending  October  8,  1900,  and  which  had  been  deducted  and  paid  to  his 
wife  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  but  which 
deduction  and  payment  have  been  held  by  departmental  decision  of 
September  5, 1900,  to  be  erroneous. 

The  decision  referred  to  contains  quite  a  full  statement  of  the  evi- 
dence bearing  on  the  issue  involved,  and  two  points  were  therein  fully 
discussed  and  determined.  The  first  of  these  was  the  scope  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899,  which  was  held  to  have  only  a  prospective  opera- 
tion, that  it  is  not  retroactive,  either  as  to  the  period  during  which  the 
desertion  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner  shall  be  shown  or  the  date  from 
which  the  division  of  his  pension  shall  commence.  So  that  when,  as 
in  this  case,  a  claim  was  filed  less  than  six  months  after  the  passage  of 
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the  act,  the  same  was  premature  and  no  right  then  existed  to  a  division 
of  the  pension. 

The  other  jwint  decided  was  that  the  evidence  on  tile  was  not  suflS- 
cient  to  show  that  there  had  been  actual  desertion  of  his  wife  on  the 
part  of  the  pensioner,  and  the  ca,se  was  not  brought  within  the  puniew 
of  the  act  in  relation  to  its  merits  any  more  than  upon  the  legal  aspect 
before  mentioned.  It  was  directed,  therefore,  that  the  pension  of  which 
the  pensioner  had  been  deprived  should  be  restored  to  him. 

When,  however,  he  made  application  for  the  amount  which  had  been 
withheld  and  paid  to  his  wife,  the  pensioner  was  infonned  that  while 
the  payments  to  the  wife  as  a  participant  in  the  pension  had  been 
stopped,  and  he  had  Ijeen  restored  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  said  pen- 
sion, yet  the  amount  alread}'  paid  to  the  wife  could  not  be  paid  aijain 
to  him.  This  information  was  conveyed  in  the  following  language,  as 
shown  b}'^  a  copy  of  a  letter  on  file  in  the  case: 

There  does  not  appear  to  Ije  any  authority  of  law  for  paying  to  you  $270  or  other- 
wise complying  with  your  request  for  payment  to  you  of  the  amount  deducted  from 
your  i)ension  and  paid  to  your  legal  wife  under  authority  vesteil  in  the  Commi^'ioner 
of  Pensions  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1899.     Yoiu-  demand  is  therefore  denied. 

No  further  explanation  of  the  refusal  to  pay  this  money  appears. 
No  reference  is  made  to  any  law  which  w^as  considered  prohibitory  of 
such  payment,  and  no  reason  is  given  for  the  compliance  with  one  part 
of  departmental  decision  and  the  failure  to  comply  with  another,  or 
the  direction  given  therein  f  uither  than  is  contained  in  the  statement 
that  there  is  **no  authority  of  law''  for  making  the  payment  It  is 
not  supposed  there  was  any  disposition  to  ignore  or  defy  that  direc- 
tion, and  yet  it  is  not  clear  upon  what  basis  it  is  held  there  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  it.  It  can  be  only  presumed,  therefore,  that  the 
division  of  the  pension  in  the  first  instance  is  regarded  as  having  l>een 
made  under  a  construction  of  the  act  of  March  3, 18^1^,  which  obtained 
at  the  time  of  such  division,  and  this  pension  having  been  once  paid 
could  not  be  paid  again,  although  tlie  construction  of  the  law  may  have 
been  changed. 

In  other  words,  it  is  probably  meant  that  whatever  has  been  done 
upon  a  mere  judgment  or  construction  of  the  law  can  not  l)e  undone 
when  such  construction  is  different.  This  position  has  some  support 
in  the  well-established  rule  of  practice  founded  upon  the  learned  opinion 
of  the  Assistiint  Attorney-General  of  December  3,  1889  (6  P.  D.,  297). 
upon  the  law  and  practice  of  reimbursement,  and  if  the  matter  rested 
alone  upon  a  construction  of  the  law  which  was  afterwards  declared 
erroneous,  but  which  contained  no  element  of  mistake  of  fact  or  serious 
injustice  to  the  pensioner,  the  position  might  be  tenable. 

But  there  is  nmch  more  involved  in  this  case  than  a  simple  erroneous 
construction  of  the  act.  The  pensioner  has  been  deprived  of  one-half 
of  his  pension  not  onh'  upon  a  mistaken  judgment  of  what  the  law 
authorizes,  but  upon  a  mistake  of  fact  as  well,  for  there  is  no  such  con- 
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dition  established  by  the  evidence  as  would  bring  the  case  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  act,  even  if  the  construction  first  given  were 
allowed  to  prevail.  As  declared  in  the  former  decision,  it  is  not  shown 
that  pensioner  had  actually  deserted  his  wife.  On  the  contrary,  his 
failure  to  live  with  her  for  ten  years  or  more  has  been  plainly  because 
of  her  refusal  to  permit  it.  So  that  the  action  in  the  premises  by 
which  the  pension  was  divided  and  one-half  given  to  the  wife  was 
without  authority  of  law  or  fact. 

On  the  point  of  the  authority  to  pay  money  again  which  had  been 
already  paid  under  color  of  law  it  may  be  stated  that  much  depends 
upon  the  facts  in  each  case,  and  when,  as  in  the  present  instance,  a  pal- 
pable mistake  has  been  made  in  diverting  the  pension  money  to  the  use 
of  another  than  the  pensioner  he  can  not  be  held  liable  for  the  mistake 
or  deprived  of  what  is  his  just  due  under  his  certificate.  The  pension 
laws  are  very  jealous  of  the  rights  of  pensioners  and  seek  in  every 
way  to  secure  to  them  the  pensions  granted  and  safeguard  the  same 
from  being  taken  away  upon  any  pretext  other  than  by  direct  author- 
ity of  law.  This  is  shown  by  such  provisions  as  sections  4734,  4747, 
and  4766,  Revised  Statutes. 

So,  also,  it  will  be  found  by  reference  to  the  opinion  of  the  Assist- 
ant Attorney-General,  before  noted,  that  various  cases  are  cited 
wherein  the  right  to  take  away  the  pension  or  part  of  the  pension  of 
a  pensioner  is  denied,  even  though  the  Government  has  sustained  a 
loss  by  some  wrongful  or  mistaken  act  of  its  agents.  In  this  case  it 
was  by  no  fault  of  the  pensioner  that  he  was  deprived  of  one-half  his 
pension  for  eighteen  months,  and  since  that  action  can  not  be  sustained 
by  ft  proper  construction  of  the  law  or  the  facts  in  the  case  there  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  keeping  him  out  of  the  pension  money  thus  with- 
held and  paid  to  the  wife.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  the  pensioner 
may  not  be  legally  denied  this  sum  of  $270,  and  the  refusal  to  pay  it 
to  him  was  erroneous.  It  is  agtiin  directed,  therefore,  that  the  same 
be  restored  to  him. 


JUUISDICTION-DECLARATION-ilUNCi  AtTTEU  I>EATII. 

Asa  H.  Dilley. 

Soldier  executed  hia  declaration  and  niaile<l  it  to  the  Conunis.«ioner  of  Pensions,  but 
died  six  days  prior  to  the  date  of  its  receipt  at  the  Pension  Bureau. 

IL'ld,  a  pension  claim  is  not  jxinding  until  the  date  of  the  tiling  of  the  declaration, 
for  the  Conimiasioner  of  Pensions  attains  no  jurisdiction  until  the  declaration  is 
filed.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  a  dtiad 
person,  and  the  filing  of  said  declaration  was  of  no  force  or  effect. 

Assistant  Secretary  I^^,  Z.  CanqMl  to  the  ConuufHHionrr  of  J\<n^!ofh'^^ 

Fehrmiry  LV,  IDOl. 

A  declaration  signed  and  executed  by  Asa  H.  Dilley,  fonnerly  a  ser- 
geant in  Company  D,  Twenty-sixth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  wo^s  filed 
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with  the  Commij^sioner  of  Pensions  on  May  5,  1879.  The  claim  was 
rejected  on  Januar}'  25,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  claim 
pending  at  soldier's  death.  An  appeal  was  filed  on  October  26,  18J>S, 
which,  while  somewhat  ambiguous,  is  evidently  intended  to  raise  an 
issue  of  law  as  to  the  right  of  the  widow  to  complete  the  claim. 

The  declaration  in  question  was  executed  on  April  10,  1879.  in 
Nevada  County,  Cal.,  soldier  died  nineteen  days  thereafter,  and  the 
document  was,  as  stated,  filed  on  May  5, 1879,  six  days  after  the  death 
of  soldier.  Such  facts  are  the  only  ones  necessary  to  be  set  forth  in 
order  to  understand  the  Issue  raised  by  the  appeal,  which  is:  Has  the 
declaration  any  farce  as  a  claim  filed  by  the  soldier,  and  what  are  the 
widow's  rights  thereunder  if 

No  claim  of  any  nature  has  an}'  legal  force  against  the  Government 
until  certain  procedure  has  been  taken.  There  may  be,  long  before 
such  procedure  is  taken,  the  elements  of  a  claim,  but  they  are  of  no 
practical  effect,  and  can  avail  nothing  to  a  claimant,  or  complainant, 
until  they  are  not  only  formulated  but  presented  to  the  Government: 
and  Congress  has  designated  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  as  the  party 
with  whom  a  declaration  for  pension  must  be  filed.  The  foi*mulating  of 
the  claim,  the  execution  of  the  necessary  papers,  and  the  forwarding 
of  the  same  to  the  proper  person  are  all  necossar}' steps  to  be  taken  in 
order  to  perfect  the  claim;  but  the  papers  do  not,  strictly,  constitute  a 
claim  until  they  are  deposited  with  the  proper  part}'.  That  is,  the 
claim  has  no  legal  effect  until  it  is  filed. 

Such  a  truth  is  ius  old  as  the  courts  themselves,  and  is,  virtually, 
axiomatic;  for,  as  the  court  is  the  body  which  ma-^t  decide  the  issue, 
how  can  it  be  cognizant  of  tlie  claim  until  it  is  brought  to  the  court's 
attention  i?  The  declaration  is  not  the  claim,  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
word  claim  is  being  discussed;  it  is  but  evidence  of  the  intention  to 
assert  a  claim,  and  it  represents  but  such  an  intention  until  the  demand 
is  made;  and  in  a  pension  claim,  as  in  pmctically  all  other  claims,  the 
demand  is  made  and  the  right  asserted  by  the  act  of  filing  the  declara- 
tion. No  claim  has  any  standing  in  any  court  until  a  legal  assertion  of 
the  right  is  made  out  in  proper  form,  and  a  demand  made;  in  fact,  no 
legal  assertion  of  a  right  is  actually  made  until  the  demand  is  made, 
for  the  demand  is  in  reality  the  assertion  of  the  right;  and,  as  just 
stated,  the  demand  is  made  by  the  act  of  filing  the  declaration. 

It  can  not  be  successfully  contended  that  the  demand  was  made,  the 
right  asserted,  in  this  case,  when  the  papers  were  deposited  in  the  post- 
office,  which  date  was  doubtless  prior  to  soldier's  death.  Contractual 
rights  often  spring  into  existence  upon  the  mailing  of  ceitain  papers, 
but  this  is  because  of  the  fact  that  a  party  to  the  contract  binds 
the  contmct  in  the  papers  which  he  mails.  In  other  words,  that  the 
act  of  such  party  was  the  only  further  necessary  step  to  make  the 
contract  binding;  that  he  took  such  a  step  in  the  papers  which  he 
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mailed,  and  b}'  such  mailing  delivered  the  contract.  There  is  no  such 
element,  however,  in  a  pension  claim,  and  the  Government  is  not  legally 
aware,  in  a  pension  claim,  that  a  party  claims  anything  from  the  Gov- 
ernment until  the  proper  paper  or  papers  are  tiled  with  the  Commis- 
.sioner  of  Pensions. 

It  is  evident,  without  discussion,  that  no  right  can  be  asserted 
against  the  Government  by  a  dead  person;  for,  as  is  evident  in  the  case 
at  bar,  the  dead  person  is  physically  incompetent  to  lile  a  claim.  He 
has  no  being;  he  has  ceased  to  exist.  A  declaration  may  be  filed  ])y 
the  proper  party,  asserting  a  right  to  something,  w^hich  right  passes 
by  or  through  a  deceased  individual,  and  to  which  the  living  person  is 
entitled  in  lieu  of  such  deceased  person;  or,  if  a  declaration  has  been 
filed  by  a  person  during  his  lifetime,  and  the  claim  thereunder  is  pend- 
ing at  the  death  of  such  person,  then  the  legal  partj'  in  interest  may 
generally,  by  proper  substitution,  complete  such  claim.  But  if  the 
declaration  has  never  been  filed,  if  the  action  has  never  been  com- 
menced, it  can  not  be  completed  by  the  party  in  interest,  for  there  is 
nothing  to  complete;  and  the  action  can  not  be  commenced  in  the 
name  of  the  dead  person,  after  his  decease,  for  such  dead  person  has 
no  existing  right.  It  is  only  the  right  which  has  been  asserted,  and 
which  exists  after  death,  that  can  be  prosecuted,  which  said  right  may 
be  then  prosecuted  upon  the  showing  that  the  right  was  a  continuous 
one  and  which  passed  to  some  other  party  upon  the  death  of  the  origi- 
nal claimant,  after  the  filing  of  the  claim. 

The  court,  or  oflScer  of  the  Government,  who  has  such  matters  in 
charge,  must  have  jurisdiction  over  the  claimant  when  the  demand  is 
tiled;  otherwise  it  or  he  has  no  power  to  entertain  the  demand.  In  the 
ca^e  of  a  declaration  for  pension  filed  after  the  claimant  is  dead,  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  such 
deceased  person,  and  he  consequenth'  could  not  entertain  the  claim. 

There  is,  moreover,  a  reason  more  cogent,  perhaps,  than  those  here- 
tofore set  out,  which  would  effectually  settle  the  question  as  to  the 
right  of  a  widow  to  complete  a  claim  executed  by  a  soldier,  but  filed 
after  his  death.  It  is  a  well-settled  principle  of  common  law  that  all 
personal  rights  cease  with  the  death  of  the  party  to  whom  such  rights 
attach,  and  that  they  can  not  l)e  revived.  Statutory  enactment  grant- 
ing the  right  to  revive  is  an  absolute  necessity.  In  the  absence  of  a 
statute  the  widow  could  have  no  right  whatever  to  cK)mplete  a  claim 
pending  at  the  soldier's  death,  for  a  soldier's  claim  for  a  pension  is 
purel}'  a  personal  right.  The  statute,  however,  grants  the  widow  the 
right  to  complete  a  "pending''  claim  (such  right  being  embraced  in 
section  4718,  K.  S.),  but  none  other  than  a  "pending"  one.  It  has 
already  been  demonstrated  that  there  was  no  claim  pending  at  the  date 
of  soldier's  death,  and  the  soldiers  claim,  or  personal  right,  which  is 
the  same  thing  in  this  case,  died  with  him.  ^gitizedbyGoOQlc 
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It  being  necessiiry  that  such  a  declaration  lus  the  one  at  bar  should 
be  tiled  during"  the  lifetmie  of  a  soldier,  and  it  l>eing  admitticd  that  the 
soldier  died  before  his  declaration  was  filed,  it  is  evident,  without  fur- 
ther discussion,  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  had  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter,  and  that  the  claim  died  with  the  soldier.  A  pension 
claim  is  not  pending  until  the  declaration  thereunder  has  been  filed. 
See  opinion  in  case  of  widow  of  Talbot  Dale  (8  P.  D.,  O.  S.  152,  Sec- 
retary Kirkwood). 
^  Action  affirmed. 


DESERTED  ^VIFE,   ACT  MARCH  3,   1899. 

Mary  C.  Slagle  (waoow). 

It  appearing  from  soldier's  own  testimony  that  he  deserted  his  wife  and  that  she  was 
a  woman  of  good  moral  character;  and  it  further  appearing  that  said  wife  Is  in 
necessitous  circumstances,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  in  paying  to 
said  wife  one-half  of  the  pension  he  was  drawing  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 

AsHistant  Sttrtta/^  J*\  L.  CamphtU  to  the  Conuiussioner  of  PtmmiK 

Fthrmny  28,  190L 

Henry  Slagle,  formerly  of  Company  E,  Thirty-sLxth  Iowa  Infantry, 
is  pensioned  under  the  general  law  at  the  rate  of  ^17  per  month.  This 
rate  he  has  received  since  Jul}'  17,  1893. 

On  December  18,  1899,  his  wife,  Mary  C.  Slagle,  filed  a  declaration 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  alleging  that  her 
said  husband,  on  the  27th  day  of  February,  1899,  while  residing  at 
Bloomfield,  Davis  Count}',  State  of  Iowa,  deserted  her  and  had  since 
remained  away  from  her  without  any  cause;  that  said  husband  is  a 
resident  of  Ottumwa,  Wapello  County,  Iowa;  that  she  is  a  woman  of 
good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  circumstances.  Her  claim 
wjts  allowed  on  January  8,1901,  which  would,  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act,  require  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  cause  one-half  of 
the  pension — 

due  or  to  l>ecunie  due  said  i)eusioner  during  the  continuance  of  such  dei«ertion,  to  l)e 
paid  to  the  wife. 

Being  dissatisfied  with  said  action,  the  pensioner  appealed  on  Jan- 
uary 28,  1901,  resting  upon  the  contention  that  the  same  was  contran* 
to  law  and  the  facts  established  1)}^  the  evidence.  The  error  of  law 
assigned  is  embodied  in  the  contention  that  the  alleged  desertion,  if 
any,  was  conmiitted  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 
which  can  not  be  legally  made  to  have  a  retroactive  effect  or  operation. 

The  relevant  provision  of  said  act  as  it  relates  to  the  legal  conten- 
tion above  mentioned  is  as  follows: 

That  in  case  a  resident  pensioner  of  the  United  States  shall  for  a  period  of  over 
pix  months  desert  his  lawful  wife,  she  being  a  woman  of  good  nip^l  character  and 
in  necessitous  circumstances,  etc.  L^yu.^c;^  oy  vjOO'v  .^^ 
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This  contention,  it  will  he  seen,  rests  upon  the  legal  proposition 
that  a  desertion  alleged  to  have  been  consummated  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  can  not  be  made  the  basis  of  such  a  claim,  no  matter 
how  long  the  desertion  may  continue  to  exist  su])sequent  to  the  pas- 
sage thereof.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  claimant  waited  until  more 
than  six  months  had  elapsed  after  the  passage  of  the  act  before  filing 
the  claim  now  under  consideration.  Said  act  does  not  provide  for 
paj-ment  of  half  of  the  pension  to  the  wife  from  the  date  of  desertion, 
Init  the  provision  is  that — 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  directeil,  upon  being  satisfied  by  compe- 
tent evidence  of  such  desertion,  to  cause  one-half  of  the  i^nsion  due  or  to  l)ecome 
*lue  said  pensioner  during  the  continuance  of  such  ciesertion  to  l)e  paid  to  the 
wife,  etc. 

The  first  dut}'  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  to  ascertain 
whether  the  declaration  was  filed  more  than  six  months  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  and  then  it  becomes  pertinent 
and  material  to  inquire  whether  the  husband  has  been  in  a  continuous 
state  of  desertion  for  more  than  six  months  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  up  to  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  wife's  claim.  It  is  quite  imma- 
terial whether  the  first  act  of  desertion  was  committed  prior  to  or 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  If  the  soldier  deserted  his  wife 
in  Februar}',  1899,  and  has  since  been  in  a  continuous  state  of  deser- 
tion up  to  the  date  of  filing  the  claim,  then  each  intervening  day's 
absence  and  failure  to  provide  for  her  has  been,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, a  separate  and  specific  act  of  desertion.  Desertion  is  something 
which  is  continuous  in  its  nature,  and  may  be  dated  from  any  point  of 
time  embraced  in  the  whole  period  of  its  duration.  The  claimant  in 
this  case,  therefore,  might  with  perfect  legal  propriety  have  alleged 
that  her  husband  deserted  her  on  March  4,  1899,  or  at  any  other  time 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  in  (|uestion.  The  legal  conten- 
tion, therefore,  that  the  act  has  been  so  construed  as  to  give  it  a 
retrospective  operation  is  untenable. 

The  next  contention  set  forth  in  the  appeal  is  as  follows: 

It  in  further  shown  by  the  evidence  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  no  des^^rtion  can  l)e 
charged  in  this  case,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  the  claimant  is  a  woman  of  ungov- 
ernable bad  temi)er,  continually  abusing  the  soldier,  running  him  in  de])t  to  supply 
her  grown-up  children  by  a  former  marriage,  so  he  was  ol)liged  to  sell  his  farm  to 
settle  up  his  indebte<lness  caused  l)y  her  extravagance,  and  when  the  <leed  was  to  be 
signed  refused  to  do  so  unless  he  paid  her  $1,000,  claiming  that  as  her  dower  share, 
which  amount  he  paid  her,  and  also  gave  her  all  the  furniture,  which  settlement 
satis(ie<l  her,  and  she  asked  him  to  go  to  Centerville,  Iowa,  and  buy  a  house  or  build 
one  on  the  lots  she  ojvned  there,  which  he  refused  to  do,  and  claimant  then  left  him 
for  Centerville,  Iowa,  while  soMier  went  to  Wapello  C\mnty,  Iowa  (Ottumwa),  to 
live  with  his  daughter.     That  surely  can  not  be  called  desertion  on  his  i)art. 

He  complied  with  the  verbal  agreement  made  l)y  Ixith  to  irive  her  $1,0(K),  and  of 
the  money  received  by  the  sale  of  the  farm,  all  the  household  furniture,  as  well  as  a 
cow,  and  I  claim  that  his  wa<<  an  abandonment  of  her  husband  on  her  part  and 
relinquishment  to  any  fu.ther  demands  for  support.  ^  t 
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The  evidence  of  the  two  parties  interested  as  taken  on  special  exam- 
ination does  not  warrant  the  statements  above  recited.  In  the  fir^t 
place,  the  soldier  admits  that  he  deserted  his  wife  at  the  time  and  pkoe 
alleged  b}'  her,  nor  is  it  contended  that  the  gift  of  $1,0(X)  to  her  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  a  separation  by  mutual  consent,  but  he 
admits  that  she  contemplated  buying  a  home  in  her  own  name  for 
their  mutual  benefit.  From  the  view  point  of  the  soldier  the  material 
facts  in  the  case  are  thus  stated  in  his  testimony  before  the  special 
examiner: 

Q.  You  may  give  in  detail  the  circumstances  under  which  your  separation  tiNik 
place. — A.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  1  have  much  to  say  about  that;  I  couldn't  stand 
her  ill  treatment,  the  firnt  thing,  and  extravagance;  and  she  left  me  alone  a  go-.>i 
deal.  Once  she  was  gone  thrc^  weeks  to  P^ort  Scott,  Kans.  I  can't  give  you  the 
date  of  that.  I  can't  give  anything  like  the  exact  date.  She  went  there  to  vi.«ii  her 
son.  After  that  her  son  got  in  trouble  and  all  came  on  to  us  to  live.  I  can't  give 
you  the  length  of  time  they  were  at  my  house.  Pary  C.  Truax  came  first.  I  ran 
not  give  you  the  date.  He  and  his  wife  came  about  May,  1896,  and  he  remaiueil 
about  two  years.  I  was  then  living  on  the  farm.  Oh,  yes;  he  worked  a  little.  I  let 
him  have  a  team  and  he  huckstered  through  the  country  most  of  the  time — gathere«i 
up  eggs  and  chickens.  No;  I  did  not  make  any  particular  objection  while  he  was 
there.  I  thought  it  ndght  l)e  a  good  thing  to  help  the  boys  a  little.  Sometime?  he 
would  bring  home  something — sugar,  coffee,  and  things  r4sed  about  the  house— Init 
not  near  enough  to  pay  for  his  Iwartl  and  the  use  of  the  team. 

Q.  Could  you  not  have  relieved  yourself  of  the  presence  of  those  persons  by  notify- 
ing them  to  leave  your  premises? — A.  I  might  have  done  so;  but  I  did  not  think 
that  would  have  Ixjen  a  very  charitable  thing  to  do,  as  my  wife  was  their  mother. 

Q.  Did  you  provide  a  home  for  any  of  your  own  children? — A.  Not  until  after 
that.  At  the  time  of  my  marriage  to  claimant  I  had  one  daughter  who  livetl  with 
us  a  couple  of  years. 

Q.  Give  the  circumstances  of  your  separation.  Did  you  leave  claimant? — A.  Ye^: 
I  suppose  I  left  her.  She  was  at  home  when  I  left.  I  will  give  you  a  little  history. 
Things  went  on.  I  was  getting  behind  and  I  had  to  sell  the  farm — in  March,  1899. 
I  received  $2,700  for  it.  An  attorney  was  there  to  sign  the  deed.  When  the  deed 
was  handed  to  my  wife  to  sign  she  said  she  would  not  sign  it  xinless  I  gave  her  $1,000 
t<^)  buy  a  house  in  her  own  name.  After  studying  a  while  I  consented  to  that.  The 
attorney  was  Mr.  Payne,  of  Bloomfield,  Iowa.  Yes,  sir;  Mrs.  Slagle  said  she  would 
not  sign  the  deed  until  I  gave  her  the  $1,000.  No;  she  did  not  demand  any  writing 
or  guaranty.  After  I  had  ma<le  the  promise  to  give  her  the  $1,000  I  suppose  she 
just  took  my  word  for  it.  She  had  borrowed  $200  from  her  brother-in-law,  John 
Ricksher,  of  Fairfield,  Iowa,  to  carry  on  a  suit  against  the  railroad  company  for  a  son 
she  had  killed,  and  I  had  signed  the  note  with  her,  and  I  told  her  I  would  give  her 
the  $1,000  if  she  would  pay  that  note  out  of  it,  and  I  understand  she  has  paid  it. 
Yes,  sir;  she  said  she  wanted  the  $1,(XX)  to  buy  a  house  in  her  name.  I  couldn't  tell 
you  whether  it  was  her  idea  that  the  house  should  be  a  home  for  both  of  us  or  not. 
I  think  likely  it  w^as. 

Q.  At  the  time  you  paid  her  this  $1,0(X),  was  anything  said  alwut  a  sej^ration?— A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  matter  of  a  separation  brought  up  or  discussed  at  any  time  before  you 
left  your  wife  for  good? — A.  Not  in  particular;  but  I  told  her  a  number  of  time.«  that 
I  would  leave  her  if  she  did  not  treat  me  with  more  respect. 

Q.  Do  you  make  any  charges  against  the  character  or  good  name  of  Mrs.  Mary  P. 
Slagle? — A.  No,  sir;  I  have  never  doubted  her  virtue  or  anything  of  that  kind. 
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Q.  Did  she,  as  your  wife,  make  purchases  of  any  articles  not  necessary  for  the  com- 
fort or  convenience  of  your  home? — A.  I  thought  she  did,  but  I  can  not  state  what 
it  was.  I  kept  no  account.  I  can't  tell  you  the  amount.  She  purchased  a  sack  of 
flour  at  William  Lochren's,  in  Drakeville,  and  sent  it  to  her  daughter-in-law,  Emma 
Truax.  I  can  not  name  any  other  specific  instance,  but  our  bills  ran  up  fast.  We 
traded  at  Buntine't?,  at  Drakeville,  Iowa,  and  I  refer  you  to  his  books  to  sustain  my 
statements. 

Q.  Did  you  give  your  wife  permission  to  use  your  credit  at  the  stores? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  withdraw  that  permission? — A.  No;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  attempt  to  regulate  the  expenses  of  your  home? — A.  No;  I 
believe  I  just  let  my  wife  go  and  get  what  she  wanted — that  was  my  rule — and  I 
paid  the  bills.  No,  sir;  I  can  not  tell  what  the  total  of  my  household  expenses  were 
for  any  one  year. 

Q.  Did  Mrs.  Slagle  ever  offer  you  any  personal  injury? — A.  The  only  violence  she 
ever  used  was  shortly  before  we  parted.  She  jumped  me  for  a  fight  one  night  and 
struck  me  in  the  eye  and  made  sparks  fly.  She  accused  me  of  something  I  was  not 
guilty  of,  and  I  told  her  she  was  not  telling  the  truth.  No  one  was  present.  A  girl  work- 
ing for  us,  name<l  Love  Beedle,  was  in  the  kitchen.  Just  before  I  left  Mrs.  Slagle  she 
had  gone  to  Centerville;  don't  know  whether  she  took  her  money  or  not,  but  while 
she  was  gone  I  took  my  mon^y  and  came  over  here  to  Ottumwa,  and  gave  it  to  my 
children.  I  gave  my  money  to  my  children,  and  they  bought  a  place  which  I  now 
live  in. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  with  Mrs.  Slagle  the  matter  of  purchasing  a  home  in  Center- 
ville, Iowa? — A.  I  don't  know  just  what  was  said  about  that.  I  never  made  much 
iiicjuiry  about  that;  I  supposed  she  intended  to  look  about  some.  No,  sir;  I  never 
told  her  anything  about  my  intention  to  move  to  Ottumwa,  Iowa. 

Q.  Had  Mrs.  Slagle  ever  refused  to  go  to  any  home  you  might  provide  for  her? — 
A.   I  think  not. 

Q.  Have  you  at  any  time  offered  her  a  home  with  you  here  in  Ottumwa,  Iowa? — 
A.   No,  sir. 

Q.  W^hat,  if  any,  property  or  money  had  your  wife  when  you  married  her? — A. 
She  had  $1,000  on  interest  and  some  more  money  owing  to  her  from  a  son. 

Q.  What  was  done  wuth  this  money? — A.  I  couldn't  tell  you;  went  mostly  to  her 
children,  I  think.  She  bought  some  things  for  herself  out  of  that  money,  but  not 
much.     I  think  her  children  got  away  with  most  of  it. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  applied  for  or  obtained  a  divorce  from  Mrs.  Mary  C.  Slagle? — 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  still  consider  her  your  legal  wife? — A.  I  don't  believe  I  do.  In  my  own 
mind  she  is  not  my  legal  wife,  but  I  have  nothing  to  show  that  she  is  not. 

Q.  Upon  what  grounds  do  you  say  that,  in  your  mind,  she  is  not  your  legal  wife? — 
A.  T  don't  think  she  used  me  as  a  wife  should  a  husband.  The  language  she  used, 
and  accused  me  of  things  I  was  not  guilty  of. 

Q-  Do  you  stand  ready  at  this  time  to  provide  a  home  and  support  for  Mrs.  Slagle? — 
A.  No,  sir.    One  thing  I  want  to  state.    I  did  not  leave  her  destitute.    I  gave  her  all 
the  furniture;  but  most  of  the  good  furniture  was  her  own;  and  I  gave  her  a  cow. 
No,  sir;  this  cow  was  not  afilicted  with  disease. 
By  Claimant: 

Q.  Did  I  ever  go  away  from  home.  Pa,  without  your  consent  and  on  a  visit?— A. 
No;  I  don't  think  you  did. 

Q.  The  time  I  went  to  Fort  Scott,  Kans.,  his  daughter,  Ella  Slagle,  and  his  grand- 
daughter were  home  to  take  care  of  him. 

By  S.  E.  Adler,  Attorney  for  Slagle: 

Q.  Mr.  Slagle,  you  suffer  with  severe  attacks  of  rheumatism  and  heart  diseitse,  do 

you  not? — A.  Yes. 
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i}.  Does  any  abiine  or  excitemont  brinjron  attacks? — A.  Oh,  I  <lon*t  knowlmt  what 
it  ^^(H'^^. 

C^.  \»  it  for  that  rea.«on  you  left  your  wife? — A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  jiart  of  the  n-as"!!: 
the  otherw  I  have  alrea<ly  ri'lated. 

Q.  Now  Htafe  fully  how  your  wife  treate<i  you  for  the  year  l>efore  you  left  her— mh- 
the  lan^ua^e  she  uwhI;  an<l  if  it  was  alnise,  give  that. — A.  I  (lon*t  know  that  1  <-.in 
give  the  lan^fuage  she  ust^l.  After  her  chiUlren  came  there  8he  wai»  croeser  to  me 
than  she  had  ever  U'en  In^fore,  and  would  abuse  nie  for  anything  I  did  that  «iiin"; 
just  suit  her. 

Q.  Did  she  ever  call  you  names? — A.  No. 

Q.  Did  she  ever  swear  at  you? — A.  No;  I  never  heard  her  swear  an  oath  that  I 
know  of. 

Q.  What  other  j^rand children  were  you  couij)elled  to  support  other  than  tluw* 
already  atate<l? — A.  The  wife  and  two  children  of  her  son,  Frank  Truax,  were  at  my 
house  three  or  four  months  in  1896,  I  ^ess. 

By  the  Examiner: 

Q.  Did  you  object  [to]  their  lieing  there? — A.  No;  I  said  nothing  against  it.  I 
didn't  like  so  many  i>tH)ple  around,  but  I  treated  them  with  rei?i)ect,  like  I  do  every- 
one else. 

Q.  If  you  had  objected  and  made  deman<l  on  Truax  to  have  removed  his  wilV  ami 
children  would  he  have  done  so? — A.  I  couldn't  say,  because  he  had  no  place  t'>i:.> 
and  no  money. 

By  8.  E.  Adler: 

Q.  Have  you  any  rea.«on  for  not  applying  for  a  divorce? — A.  My  wife  says  I  ntt-^l 
never  ask  for  a  divorce,  for  she  wouldn't  give  me  one.  I  have  heani  the  alxwc  ani 
it  is  correct. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  your  wife  to  go  to  Onter\ille  and  look  up  a  house,  and  that  >ou 
would  buy  it? — A.  No,  sir;  I  told  her  she  might  go  up  to  Centerville  and  pee  what 
she  could  do,  but  I  had  ma<le  uj)  my  mind  not  to  go  to  Centerville,  Iowa. 

Q.  Did  you  buy  a  house  in  Ottumwa,  Iowa,  at  any  time? — A.  No,  sir;  I  gave  lU 
money  to  my  children  and  they  l^jught  the  houst\  I  gave  my  children  $l,(XXl  ;inil 
it  took  the  greater  part  of  my  balance  to  buy  furniture. 

By  the  Examinkk: 

(2-  In  your  sworn  statement,  B.  J.  20,  you  claim  that  you  did  not  desert  your  wife. 
What  do  you  have  to  say  a.«  to  that? — A.  I  did  not  know  that  was  there.  It  ^  ny 
view  that  I  left  my  wife. 

il  I)i<l  Mrs.  Slagle  i)re'^Mit  you  a  watch? — A.  Yes;  the  watch  cost  ^^  in  N»'« 
York.     Slie  irave  me  tliat  sonu*  little  time  after  our  marriage. 

ThcM'o  is  IK)  witness  in  the  case  who  testifies  that  claimant  ever  at 
any  time  ottered  to  do  personal  violence  to  the  soldier,  and  she  posi- 
tively (hMii(\s  thaf  she  ever  struck  him.  Besides,  the  testimony  all 
tends  to  show  that  chiimant  was  a  neat  and  tidy  housekeeper,  aiui 
always  provided  a  ^ood  table,  and  took  proper  care  of  her  husbaiui'!^ 
clothing.  It  is  also  admitted,  and  ))v  nobody  controverted,  that  she  is 
a  W'Oman  of  ^ood  moral  character,  and  is  in  ** necessitous  circum- 
stances.'' The  money  which  her  husband  gave  her  has  been  expended 
in  the  payment  of  de))ts,  and  in  defmying  the  expenses  of  a  fruitless 
lawsuit  against  a  railroad  company  for  causing  the  death  of  one  of  hor 
sons.     The  claimant  also  states,  and  it  is  not  denied,  that  she  had 
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81,400  out  at  interest  when  she  married  the  soldier,  the  principal  and 
interest  of  which  were  used  in  common  for  household  necessities. 

She  also  contends  that  the  $1,000  which  her  husband  gave  her  was 
bestowed  voluntarily  and  without  an}'  demand  on  her  part,  and  that 
she  kept  none  of  his  household  goods  when  he  left  her;  that  the  furni- 
ture was  her  own.  It  is  also  abundantly  shown  that  she  earnestly 
protested  against  the  separation,  and  has  never  since  consented  to  it 
either  by  word  or  deed. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  in  conflict  with 
the  '^general  pension  laws,'"  which  provide  that  pension  mone}-  shall 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  pensioner  only,  and  is  unconstitutional  in 
that  it  deprives  one  of  his  property  without  trial  b}-  jur}'. 

This  contention  presents  the  issue  that  a  pension  granted  in  con- 
formity' to  existing  legal  provisions  is  a  vested  right  which  can  not  be 
divested  by  subsequent  legislation.  In  this  connection  it  is  proper  to 
note  the  fact  that  the  soldier's  militar}-  service  began  in  the  month  of 
August,  1802,  and  tenuinated  in  the  month  of  August,  1864.  The  act 
under  which  he  is  now  in  receipt  of  $17  per  month  was  passed  on 
March  3, 1873,  and  is  now  section  4699,  Revised  Statutes.  The  Bureau 
of  Pensions  has  also  recently  detennined  that  he  will  be  allowed  a  rate 
of  $24  per  month  from  November  2, 1898,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  March  3,  1883. 

It  can  not,  therefore,  be  contended  that  the  laws  under  which  he  is 
now  pensioned  were  in  existence  at  the  time  of  his  enlistment  and  con- 
sequently entered  into  his  contmct  obligation  with  the  (iovernment. 
It  is  through  the  beneficence  of  Congress  that  the  soldier  receives  his 
present  rating,  independent  of  any  contract  o])ligation  on  the  part  of 
the  Government.  The  right  of  the  law-making  power  to  modify 
existing  pension  laws  of  that  character  Iw  su])sequent  legislation  has 
never  been  questioned  b}'  the  Department.  In  the  case  of  »lackson 
Martin  (7  P.  I).,  265)  it  is  held  that:  ''  No  pensioner  has  a  vested  right 
to  his  pension."  This  principle  is  reaflirmed  in  the  case  of  Edwin  Earl 
(10  P.  I).,  176).  The  objection  to  the  statute  in  question  based  upon 
the  contention  that  it  deprives  one  of  his  property  without  trial  by 
jury  is  untenable,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  such  (constitutional 
provision.  Under  the  Constitution  no  one  can  "  be  deprived  of  life, 
lil>erty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law."'  In  this  case  the 
*^  due  process  of  law "' prescribed  by  statute  has  been  fully  complied 
with.  To  deprive  one  of  life  or  libert\'  on  account  of  a  criminal 
offense  involves  a  trial  b}^  jury  as  a  constitutional  right,  but  in  civil 
procedure  property  rights  are  often  determined  without  such  inter- 
vention. The  contention,  therefore,  that  the  act  of  March  3,  189! >,  is 
unconstitutional  is  untenable,  as  there  is  no  question  of  such  a  nature 
involved. 

Action  aflSrmed. 
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marriage  ani>  ihvouc'e— impediment. 

Minerva  Brown  (wiix)w). 

It  l)eing  shown  that  at  the  time  of  tliia  claimant's  formal  marriage  in  1876  to  the  ».>1- 
dier  herein  she  hatl  a  former  husliand  living  and  undivonHHl,  such  marriajre  was 
invalid  and  void;  hut  as  she  and  soldier  then  marrieil  in  entire  grKni  faith, 
believing  in  her  legal  comj)eten('y  to  marry,  and  cohabiteil  thereafter  continu- 
ously for  twenty-one  years,  eleven  of  which  were  subsequent  to  tlie  death  of  ht  r 
former  husl>and,  each  continuing  until  the  soldier's  death  in  the  Mief  of  their 
legal  union,  holding  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  l^eing  generally 
accepted  as  such,  it  is  held  that  there  wa^j,  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  ^li-i^l-^- 
sippi,  where  she  and  soldier  reside<l  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  lawful  and  valid 
marriage  l)etween  them  subsequent  to  the  death  of  said  former  husband,  and 
that  she  is,  therefore,  the  soldier's  lawful  widow. 

AtiHiHtaiit  St'crvti/ry  F,  L,  Cainphrll  to  thi!  Commi^sio7u.7*  of  Pcrmoiu^^ 

FSniary  3^,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Minerva  Brown,  on  November  8,  18i^7,  filed  ii  claim. 
No.  665201^,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  2T,  1890,  as  widow  of 
George  Brown,  who  was  a  member  from  January  5,  1865,  to  January 
5, 1866,  of  Company  B,  Forty-seventh  United  States  Colored  Infantry, 
and  died  October  22,  1897. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  in  Deceml^er,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  the 
claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  said  soldier — 

*  *  *  l)ecause  at  the  date  of  her  marriage  to  him  in  1876  she  had  a  husband, 
Peter  Sanders,  living,  and  who  did  not  die  until  1886. 

On  January  15,  1901,  she  appealed  through  her  attorney,  who  con- 
tends that  a  divor(!e  of  claimant  from  said  Sanders  prior  to  her  mar- 
riage to  this  soldier  should  be  presumed,  and  that  such  marriage  should, 
accordingly,  be  held  valid,  and  she  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier. 

In  view  of  her  present  necessitous  circumstances,  her  appeal  is  given 
immediate  considemtion. 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  appear  to  be  undisputed.  Claunant 
admits  her  former  marriage,  in  1866,  to  said  Sanders,  with  whom  she 
lived  in  Vicksburg,  Miss.,  imtil  about  1872,  when  he  left  her,  going 
to  Rolling  Forks,  Miss.,  in  a  contiguous  county,  where  he  resided 
until  killed  in  a  fight  in  1886.  She  never  procured  any  divorce  from 
him,  and  never  heard  of  any  being  procured  by  him.  On  being  told, 
however,  that  she  coiUd  legally  remarry  without  any  divorce  after 
three  j^ears  desertion  by  her  husband,  she  married  this  soldier  Brown 
by  ceremony  in  1876,  a  tmnscript  of  the  record  of  which  marriage  is 
on  file  herein.  Brown  had  known  said  Sanders  and  was  fully 
acquainted,  she  says,  with  the  facts  of  Sanders's  and  claimant's  mar- 
riage, of  Sanders's  desertion  of  claimant,  and  that  there  was  no  divorce 
from  this  marriage  of  Sanders  and  claimant.  Sanders  afterwards  told 
Brown,  she  says,  that  he  was  glad  she  had  married  a  man  w^ho  would 
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treat  her  better  than  he  had.  Sanders  was  said,  claimant  testifies,  to 
have  '*  had  another  woman"  after  he  went  to  Rolling  Forks,  but  she 
never  heard  the  name  of  this  other  woman  or  whether  she  and  Sanders 
were  married. 

Upon  these  admitted  facts  the  claimant  contends  that  a  divorce  from 
her  marriage  to  Sanders  prior  to  that  to  Brown  should  be  presumed. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  such  presumption  can  not  arise 
ill  this  case,  as  the  facts  admitted  preclude  any  such,  and  tend  rather 
to  show^  positiva>ly  that  there  was  no  divorce.  Chiimant  admits  she 
never  procured  any,  and  Sanders  is  shown  to  have  lived  either  in  her 
own  county  or  in  the  adjoining  county  continuously  after  their  separa- 
tion until  his  death.  The  courts  in  these  two  counties  only,  therefore, 
had  legal  jurisdiction  to  grant  any  divorce  in  this  case,  and  if  any  were 
obtained  herein  it  nmst  have  been  obtained  in  one  or  the  other  county; 
and  if  it  were  obtained  in  either,  it  is  most  improbable  that  claimant 
would  be  or  would  remain  ignorant  of  the  fact.  Both  she  and  said 
Brown  were  in  position  to  know  of  any  divorce;  the  question  w^as,  she 
says,  discussed  between  them,  and  both  knew  there  was  no  divorce. 
They  married  soleh'  upon  the  strength  of  their  information  that  their 
marriage  was  valid  because  Sanders  had  been  absent  in  desertion  for 
three  years. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  law  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  authorizing 
marriage  under  such  circumstances,  and  none  is  cited  by  claimant. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  the  universal  rule  that  a  second  marriage  w^hile 
the  first  husband  or  wife  is  living  and  undivorced  is  invalid  and  abso- 
lutely void,  and  that  the  desertion  for  any  length  of  time  of  the  first 
husband  or  wife  does  not,  of  itself,  confer  upon  the  deserted  party 
any  competency  to  remarry,  although  it  may  be  ground  for  such  party 
procuring  a  divorce,  or  ma}',  in  connection  with  other  facts,  in  order 
to  sustain  a  subsequent  marriage,  entered  into  in  good  faith  by  such 
part}- ,  afford  a  basis  for  presuming  the  death  of  the  deserter,  or  divorce, 
if  he  or  she  be  shown  to  be  living  prior  to  such  remarriage. 

Presumptions,  however,  give  way  to  facts,  and  ^vhen  it  is  shown, 
as  in  this  case,  that  no  divorce  was,  in  fact,  obtained  in  the  only  juris- 
diction within  which  it  might  legally  be  secured,  no  presumption  of  a 
divorce  can  arise. 

This  claimant's  formal  marriage  to  Brown  in  1876,  therefore,  was 
void;  and  she  can  have  no  pensionable  rights  by  reason  of  such 
marriage. 

It  appears  further,  however,  that  she  and  Brown  cohabited,  osten- 
sibly and  apparently  with  a  mutual  matrimonial  intent,  as  husband  and 
wife  from  the  death  of  Sanders  in  1886  until  Brown's  death  eleven 
years  later,  and  the*question  arises  whether  a  new  marriage  contract 
may  be  presumed  to  have  been  entered  into  between  her  and  Brown 
subsequent  to  Sanders's  death. 
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In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  as  in  most  of  the  States,  a  contract  of 
marriage  made  per  verba  de  pra^senti,  mereh',  without  either  civil  or 
religious  solemnization,  but  followed  b}^  cohabitation,  constitutes  a 
valid  marriage,  which  is  provable  by  acts  and  declai-ations.  The 
supreme  court  of  that  State,  in  the  case  of  Floyd  ?\  Calvert  (53  ^Iis<.. 
37).  state  this  is  ,'" definitely  settled''  by  the  repeated  adjudications  of 
that  court,  and  in  the  case  of  Dickerson  v.  Brown  (49  Miss.,  37:^). 
they  say  ''the  right  of  parties  in  this  State  to  contract  marriajre 
without  formal  or  ceremonial  celebration  is  understood  to  be  settled 
beyond  question/' 

The  court  further  say,  in  the  latter  case,  that, — 

*  *  *  the  (loetrine  soonis  to  lx»  that,  thoiiph  ignoring  the  directions  of  the 
statute,  and  though  disregarding  all  fonn?  and  ceremonies,  the  law  ehould  uiakt- 
persons  marrie<l  who  intemi  marriage,  and  this  the  constitution  of  our  State  ha.< 
adopted  as  the  organic  law.  All  others,  outside  the  class  named,  are  in  illicit, 
meretricious  or  criminal  cohabitation. 

The  court  here  refer  to  the  article  of  tbe  constitution  of  the  State 
of  Mississippi,  adopted  in  1869,  which  provides  that  those  who  wei-e 
then  cohabiting  as  husband  and  wife,  yet  without  being  legally  married, 
should  thereafter  be  considered  as  lawfully  married  and  their  children 
as  legitimate.     These  provisions,  the  <.*ourt  say,  distinguish  l>etweon 
those  who  ''were  in  good  faith  o})serving  toward  each  other  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife,  or  with  a  desire  to  assume  to  each  other, 
honesth',  that  relation,"  and  'Vthose  living  in  adultery  and  concubi- 
nage,'' and  operated  to  legalize  the  former  in  cases  where,  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  said  constitution,  the  relation  was  thus,  in  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  parties,  truly  and  essentially  matrimonial,  but  invalid 
as  a  marriage  because  of  some  impediment,  particularly^  an  impe'ii- 
ment  affecting  the  competenc}'  of  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties 
thereto,  such  as  the  institution  of  slavery,  or  a  statute  prohibiting 
inlermarriage  l)etween  races  or  between  persons  who  are  within  certain 
degrees  of  relationship. 

The  point  made  is,  in  brief,  that  where  a  man  and  a  woman  are 
shown  to  have,  with^a  })()na  tide  matrimonial  intent  and  purpose,  cohah- 
ited,  one  or  the  other,  however,  being  in  law  incompetent  to  marry, 
the  continuance  of  such  cohabitation  after  removal  of  the  cause  of 
such  incompetency  is  referable  to  the  original  matrimonial  intent,  and 
a  lawful  marriage  may  be  presumed  from  the  fact  of  such  cohabita- 
tion and  continuance  thereof,  because,  as  stated  in  Dickerson  v.  Brown, 
supra,  ''  the  law  should  make  persons  married  who  intend  marriage." 

And  even  where  the  original  cohabitation  existing  at  the  date  of 
the  adoption  of  said  State  constitution  was  in  "'  confessed  adultery." 
because  of  an  impediment  to  marriage  which  was  swept  away  by  such 
constitution,  "the  continued  cohabitation  after  adoption,'- the  court 
in  Floyd  v.  Calvert,  supra,  say,  "  might  of  itself  be  a  strong  cu'cum- 
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stance  to  show  the  acceptance  of  its  provisions  and.  the  desire  to 
assume  toward  each  other  a  new  and  lawful  relationship,"  while  no 
such  force  or  weight  could  be  given,  the  court  continue,  to  continued 
cohabitation  after  adoption  of  the  constitution  between  a  man  and  a 
woman  as  to  whom  no  lawful  obstruction  to  matrimony  had  ever 
existed,  but  who  had,  notwithstanding  the  way  was  thus  open  to  a 
legal  marriage  between  them,  voluntarily  chosen  to  cohabit  without 
any  marriage.     In  the  latter  case  the  court  asiy: 

♦  *  *  There  must  be  shown  some  formal  and  explicit  agreement  between  the 
parties;  *  *  *  or  there  must  be  such  open  and  visible  change  in  the  conduct  and 
declarations  of  the  parties  that  an  agreement  to  accept  the  new  law  might  fairly  be 
inferred. 

Marriage  in  such  case  can  not,  they  say,  be  made  out  under  said 
constitution  ^^  by  any  proof  short  of  that  which  would  establish  it  in 
the  absence  of  the  provision;"  and  "'evidence  that  would  meet  the 
requirement  of  either  branch  of  this  proposition  would  doubtless  be 
sufficient,"  they  add,  ''to  establish  a  new  marriage  under  the  laws  of 
this  State  without  regard  to  the  constitutional  provision." 

The  distinction  here  made  by  the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi  was 
in  cases  arising  under  the  special  provision  of  the  constitution  of  that 
State  above  referred  to,  but,  as  seen,  the  court  was  strongly  and 
decidedly  inclined  toward  holding  that  the  same  distinction,  with  the 
same  force,  would  exist  under  the  laws  of  that  State  irrespective  of 
the  State  constitution. 

Many  other  States  have,  in  fact,  also  recognized  this  distinction 
generally,  at  least  have  held  that  cohabitation  continued  for  years  after 
removal  of  an  impediment  which  prevented  a  legal  or  valid  marriage 
prior  thereto  will  be  sufficient  from  which  to  presume  a  marriage 
after  the  removal  of  such  impediment,  the  prior  cohabitation  being 
bona  fide  in  character  and  not  meretricious.  Some  States  require  that 
f.  new  actual  marriage  be  proved;  but,  as  seen  from  the  language  of 
the  court  above  quoted,  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  such  proof  would 
be  there  required  only  when  the  prior  cohabitation  was  "'intention- 
ally "  impure,  was  ''  illicit,  meretricious,  or  criminal,"  as  stated  in  the 
case  of  Dickerson  v.  Brown;  and  when  such  prior  cohabitation  was, 
in  the  minds  and  hearts  of  the  parties,  a  pure  and  matrimonial,  although 
not  a  legal  or  valid  union,  such  strict  proof  should  not  be  required,  but 
the  subsequent  cohabitation  would  be  referred,  as  to  its  legal  or  illegal, 
matrimonial  or  nonraatrimonial  character,  to  the  original  matrimonial 
intent  of  the  parties,  and  the  three  requisites  of  marriage,  competency, 
consent,  and  cohabitation,  coexisting,  marriage  would  be  held  to  be 
established. 

Although  a  marriage  so  established  is  generally  spoken  of  as  "pre- 
sumed," it  is,  in  fact,  one  proved  and  not  presumed. 

In  the  case  of  Stevenson's  Heirs  v.  McReary  (20  Miss.,  56),  an  in- 
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struction  to  a  jury  that  if  they  should  tind  from  the  evidence  that 
the  parties  cohabited  and  held  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  raised 
children,  and  acknowledged  such  children  as  theirs,  they  must  find  ti 
marriage,  was  held  to  be  erroneous  and  *'  too  strong,'-  because  '"it  left 
no  room  for  the  jury  to  determine  on  the  weight  of  evidence,'"  the 
question  being  one,  the  court  say,  which  should  be  left  to  the  jury  to 
say  from  all  the  evidence  pro  and  con  whether  there  was  in  fact  r. 
maiTiage. 

It  would,  doubtless,  be  proper  for  the  court  also  to  instruct  the  jury 
in  such  a  case  that  marriage  is  an  institution  which  is  favored  in  law, 
in  support  of  which  every  reasonable  presumption  is  to  be  indulged. 
and  when  presumptions  conflict  those  in  support  of  the  marriage  are 
to  control;  also,  that  a  presumption  which  would  result  in  a  criminal 
holding  should  not  prevail. 

As  to  the  latter,  the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi,  in  the  case  of 
Spears  v.  Burton  (31  Miss.,  555),  held  that  the  presumption  in  favor  of 
marriage  should  prevail  over  that  in  favor  of  life,  and  that  death  of  a 
prior  husband  or  wife  would  be  presumed  in  order  to  sustain  a  second 
marriage,  although  such  husband  or  wife  was  known  to  have  been  liv- 
ing within  five  years  of  the  second  marriage,  "  because,  otherwise,  the 
second  marriage  would  be  held  criminal  by  reason  of  a  presumption." 
and  that  such  marriage  would  be  held  invalid  only  on  proof  that  the 
former  husband  or  wife  was  then,  or  but  shortly  before,  living. 

In  a  case  like  the  present,  if  it  be  presumed,  because  of  the  original 
illegal  character  of  the  cohabitation  prior  to  removal  of  the  imped- 
iment, that  the  cohabitation  subsequently  was  alike  illegal,  it  would 
result  in  the  holding,  merely  on  presumption,  that  such  subsequent 
cohabitation  was  criminal. 

This  is,  in  itself,  obnoxious  to  legal  principles;  and  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  cohabitation  was  begun,  as  in  this  case,  in  entire  good  faith, 
both  parties  intending  a  present  lawful  marriage  and  believing  that 
they  were  then  capable  of  and  were,  in  fact,  so  contracting,  and  was 
continued  thereafter  for  twenty -one  years,  and  for  eleven  years  after 
removal  of  the  onl}^  impediment  to  their  legal  union,  it  would  seeui 
clear,  in  principle  and  on  authority,  that  marriage,  subsequent  to 
removal  of  the  impediment,  should  be  held  to  have  existed,  and  espe- 
cially should  such  holding  be  made  when  one  of  the  parties  to  such 
marriage  has  died. 

The  law  favors  marriage,  and  when  once  solemnized  according  to  the  forms  of  law, 
will  not  declare  its  nullity  upon  anything  less  than  clear  and  certain  t€«tiniony, 
especially  after  it  has  been  dissolved  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties.  (Powell  r. 
Powell,  27  Miss.,  785.) 

In  this  case,  the  claimant  and  Brown  were  married  in  due  legal  fonii. 
Although  she  was  then,  in  law,  incompetent  to  many,  both  she  and 
he  believed  in  her  competency,  and  according  to  her  testimouv  such 
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belief  was  based  upon  legal  advice;  and  both  then  fully  intended  mar- 
riage, and  fully  believed  they  were  lawfully  married;  both  continued, 
apparently,  in  this  honest  belief  during  their  joint  lives;  and  their 
entire  cohabitation  of  twenty -one  years  was,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, for  them  a  truly  matrimonial  one,  and  which  both  they  and  the 
community  respected  as  such. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  claimant  should  be  held  to  be 
the  soldier's  widow,  and  your  action  is,  therefore,  reversed,  with  direc- 
tion that  the  claim  be  readjudicated  accordingl}-. 


MARRIAGE-DrV^ORCE-JURISr>ICrriON-DECREE  OF  V^ALIDITY. 

Mary  J.  Vogler  (widow). 

The  appellant  was  married  to  the  deceased  soldier  in  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  in 
1880,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death  in  1896.  She  was  previously 
married  in  1869,  to  one  Henry  Curtner  in  Ohio.  In  1898  she  obtained  a  decree 
in  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  Coimty,  Ind.,  ainiulling  and  vacating  her  mar- 
riage to  Curtner  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  and  declaring  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier  valid,  legal,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  Indiana. 

Held:  That  said  court  having  had  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the 
parties,  its  judgment  and  decree  declaring  said  marriage  to  tlie  soldier  legal  and 
valid  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and  establishes  the 
legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  wife  of  the  soldier,  and 
she  should  be  accepted  as  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882. 

AsHistant  SecreUiry  F,  L,  Camphell  to  the  Covimissioner  of  Pensions^ 

March  8,  1901, 

Andrew  Vogler,  late  a  private  in  Company  H,  Eighteenth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantry,  was  a  pensioner  under  the  provisions  of  the  gen- 
eral pension  law  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  chronic  diarrhea  and 
piles,  when,  on  June  6, 1892,  he  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  an  applica- 
tion for  increase  of  said  pension,  based  on  the  accepted  disabling 
causes,  and  also  for  additional  pension,  based  on  rheumatism  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart  and  paralysis,  and  scurvy  and  resulting  dis- 
ease of  mouth,  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during 
his  military  service.  Said  pensioner  died  on  April  26,  1896,  prior  to 
the  final  adjudication  and  determination  of  said  application  for  increase 
and  additional  pension,  and  Mary  J.  Vogler  was  permitted  to  continue 
the  prosecution  of  the  same  as  his  surviving  widow. 

On  May  1, 1896,  said  Mary  J.  Vogler  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  an 
application  for  pension  in  her  own  right  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4702,  Revised  Statutes,  as  widow  of  said  deceased  soldier,  alleging 
that  his  death,  upon  the  date  aforesaid,  was  due  to  disease  contracted 
in  line  of  duty  during  his  military  service.  ^  , 
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Roth  of  said  applications  were  rejected  on  August  12,  1896,  upon 
the  ground  that  said  Mary  J.  Vogler  had  never  been  lawfully  married 
to  the  deceased  soldier,  and  was  not  his  widow;  it  being  shown  that 
she  had  a  husband  living  at  the  date  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  to 
whom  she  had  been  law^fully  married  and  from  whom  she  had  never 
been  divorced,  and  who  was  still  living. 

Subsequently,  uix)n  additional  evidence  being  filed  to  sustain  the 
legality  of  the  marriage  of  said  Mary  J.  Vogler  and  the  soldier,  her 
claim  for  widow's  pension  was  reopened  and  further  considered,  and 
on  March  15,  1899,  was  again  rejected  upon  the  ground — 

of  no  title  aa  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  appearing  from  evidence  obtained  on 
special  examination  that  the  claimant  has  failed  to  prove  that  her  marriage  to  her 
first  hueiband,  who  ia  living  and  undivorced,  was  not  valid. 

From  the  rejection  of  both  claims,  a*s  aforesaid,  appeal  was  taken 
on  May  11, 1899. 

The  facts  in  this  case  material  to  the  issue  presented  by  the  appeal 
appear  to  be  well  established  by  the  evidence,  and  are  not  disputed  or 
controverted  in  any  way.  The  appellant  was  first  married  on  August 
4,  1869,  in  the  county  of  Shelby,  State  of  Ohio,  to  a  man  named 
Henry  Curtner.  Very  shortly  after  said  marriage  said  Curtner  exhib- 
ited evidences  of  insanity,  and  in  1871  was  admitted  to  the  ksylum  for 
the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio-,  violently  insane,  and  has  continuously 
remained  an  inmate  of  that  institution  from  that  time  to  the  present, 
with  the  exception  of  two  short  intervals  when  the  record  shows  he 
was  discharged  ''unimproved.-' 

The  appellant  continued  to  reside  in  Shelby  County,.  Ohio,  for  some 
seven  or  eight  years,  when  she  left  there  and  removed  to  Noblesville, 
Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  where  the  deceased  soldier,  Vogler,  had  pre- 
ceded her,  and  was  married  to  the  soldier  in  that  town  on  April  20, 
1880,  and  continued  to  reside  there  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death 
on  April  26, 1896,  four  children  being  born  to  her  of  said  marriage, 
and  she  is  at  present  a  resident  of  said  county  and  State. 

The  appellant  alleges  and  testifies  that  some  five  or  six  years  after 
her  first  husband  Curtner  was  first  sent  to  the  asylum  she  received  a 
telegram  from  some  person  whom  she  was  informed  and  believed  was 
connected  with  that  institution  informing  her  that  Curtner  was  de^d, 
and  desiring  to  know  what  disposition  she  wished  made  of  his  body, 
and  that  she  replied  stating  that  she  desired  it  to  be  buried  at  theasy- 
lum.  She  states  that  from  and  after  this  time  she  believed  her  first 
husband  was  dead,  and  that  it  was  so  currently  reported  and  believed 
in  Shelby  County,  Ohio,  where  they  had  both  resided,  and  that  she 
married  the  soldier,  Vogler,  in  good  faith,  believing  that  she  was  free 
to  do  so,  and  that  her  marriage  to  him  was  legal  and  valid,  and  that 
she  continued  to  so  believe  until  after  the  death  of  the  soldier  and 
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after  she  had  filed  her  application  for  pension  as  his  widow,  when  it 
was  discovered  that  her  first  husband  was  still  alive  and  an  inmate  of 
the  asylum  for  the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio.  There  is  some  testimony, 
obtained  on  special  examination  of  this  case  in  Shelby  County,  Ohio, 
which  tends  to  support  the  foregoing  statements  of  the  appellant,  and 
shows  that  it  was  the  very  general  understanding  and  belief  among  the 
relations  and  friends  of  Curtner  in  that  locality  that  he  had  been  dead 
for  a  number  of  years.  It  may  be  stated,  also,  as  an  evidence  of  the 
apparent  good  faith  of  the  appellant  and  her  attorney  in  the  case,  that 
it  appears  in  evidence  that  the  first  information  or  intimation  given 
the  Pension  Bureau  that  the  first  husband  of  appellant  was  still  living 
and  undivorcedfrom  her  was  obtained  from  the  appellant's  attorney,  who 
states  that  he  discovered  that  fact  while  engaged  in  searching  for  posi- 
tive and  definite  evidence  of  the  death  of  Curtner  in  the  State  of  Ohio, 
and  immediately  informed  both  the  appellant  and  the  Pension  Bureau 
of  it.  It  was  upon  the  receipt  of  this  information  that  both  claims 
were  first  rejected,  as  above  set  forth. 

Subsequently,  the  appellant  commenced  proceedings  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  the  place  of  her  residence,  to  have 
her  first  marriage  with  Curtner  judicially  declared  null  and  void  on 
the  ground  of  Curtner's  insanity  and  incapacity  to  enter  into  a  valid 
marriage  contract  at  the  date  of  his  marriage  to  appellant  in  1869;  and 
on  November  14,  1898,  the  following  judgment  and  decree  was  ren- 
dered by  said  court,  as  appears  from  a  duly  certified  and  authenticated 
transcript  of  the  same  from  the  records  of  said  court  on  file  with  the 
papers  in  this  case. 

State  of  Indiana,  Hamilton  County,  ss: 
Mary  J.  Vogler  v.  Henry  Curtner.     Hamilton  circuit  court,  November  term,  1898. 

Be  it  remembered,  tliat  on  the  14th  day  of  November,  1898,  the  same  being  the 
seventh  judicial  day  of  November  term,  1898,  of  the  Hamilton  circuit  court,  b^mi,  held, 
and  continued  at  the  court-house  in  Noblesville,  commencing  on  Monday,  the  7th 
day  of  November,  1898,  before  the  Hon.  John  F.  Neal,  judge  of  said  court,  the  fol- 
lowing judgment  and  decree  was  rendered  in  the  above-entitled  cause,  to  wit:  Mary 
J.  Volger  V.  Henry  Curtner.     11690. 

Conies  now  the  plaintiff  and  shows  to  the  court  by  the  affidavit  of  Will  H.  Craig, 
one  of  the  publishers  of  the  Ledger,  a  weekly  newspaper  printed  and  published  in 
the  county  of  Hamilton,  State  of  Indiana,  that  due  notice  of  the  j^endency  of  this 
action  has  been  given  to  said  defendant  by  publication  in  said  newspaper  for  three 
weeks,  successively,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  and  30th  days  of  September  and  the  7th  day 
of  October,  1898,  notifying  said  defendant  to  be  and  appear  in  this  court  to  answer  to 
said  complaint  on  this  the  14th  day  of  November,  1898;  whicn  affidavit  and  copy  of 
notice  so  published  are  now^  filed,  and  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit: 
(Here  insert.)  And  it  is  further  shown  to  the  court  by  the  attidavit  of  Leo.  J.  Wein- 
reich  and  the  writ  of  summons  herein  issued  that  said  <lefendant  was  duly  summoned 
to  appear  herein  by  reading  said  summons  to  J.  ^L  Radcliff,  superintendent  of  the 
hospital  for  the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  where  said  defendant  is  confined  as  an  insane 
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person,  and  also  by  then  and  there  delivering  to  said  defendant  and  to  said  saperin- 
tendant  each  a  copy  of  said  summons,  all  on  the  23d  day  of  September,  1898,  which 
summons  and  affidavit  in  proof  of  8er\'ice  of  the  same  are  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  to  wit:  (Here  insert,) 

And  thereupon,  on  plaintiff's  motion,  said  defendent  is  three  times  audibly  called 
and  comes  not,  but  herein  makes  default.  And  it  is  now  suggested  to  the  court  that 
said  defendant  is  an  insane  person,  confined  in  the  hospital  for  the  insane  at  Da^ncMi, 
Ohio,  and  the  court  appoints  Thomas  E.  Kane,  an  attorney  of  this  court,  guardian 
ad  litem  for  said  defendant,  to  appear  and  defend  this  action  in  his  behalf.  And 
comes  now  said  Thomas  E.  Kane  and  accepts  said  trust,  and  files  an  answer  to  the 
complaint  herein  on  behalf  of  said  defendant  denying  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, which  answer  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit:  (Here  in!iiert..i 
And  thereupon  this  cause  is  submitted  to  the  court  for  trial  without  the  intervention 
of  a  jury;  and  the  court,  having  heard  all  the  evidenoe  and  being  sufficiently  advised, 
finds  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  true. 

That  in  the  year  1869  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  residents  of  the  State  of  Ohio 
and,  being  unmarried,  were  in  that  year  formally  intermarried  in  the  said  State  of 
Ohio,  where  they  had  their  usual  place  of  residence,  but  that  at  the  time  of  enter- 
ing into  said  marriage  contract  the  said  Henry  Cnrtner  was  of  unsound  mind  and 
incapable  of  contracting  marriage  or  of  consenting  thereto,  and  had  theretofore  been 
adjudged  insane  and  confined  in  the  insane  hospital,  of  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  wa^^ 
ignorant,  but  believed  that  said  defendant  was  of  sound  mind  and  capable  of  enter- 
ing into  a  valid  marriage  contract,  and  in  good  faith  believed  that  her  marriage  with 
him  was  lawful  and  valid,  and  in  order  to  induce  plaintiff  to  marry  him  at  said  time, 
defendant  fraudulently  concealed  his  insanity  from  the  plaintiff  and  represented 
himself  to  be  in  all  respects  capable  of  entering  into  a  valid  marriage,  on  which  rep- 
resentations plaintiff  in  good  faith  relied  and  was  thereby  induced  to  marr}-  him  as 
aforesaid. 

That  shortly  after  said  marriage  contract  said  defendant  became  a  raving  maniac, 
and  has  ever  since  been  devoid  of  reason,  and  has  been  (x)nfined  in  the  asylum  for 
the  insane  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  where  he  now  is.  And  the  court  finds  that  said  mar- 
riage was  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  as  well  as  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  null 
and  void. 

That  after  the  second  confinement  of  said  defendant  in  said  hospital  for  the  insane, 
the  plaintiff  was  credibly  informed  that  said  defendant  ha^i  died,  and  it  was  so  ciu^ 
rently  reported  and  believed  in  the  neighborhood  where  she  lived.  And  more  than 
six  years  after  being  so  informed,  during  which  time  she  had  heard  nothing  to  the 
contrary,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1880,  said  plaintiff,  in  good  faith,  belie\ing 
that  she  was  competent  to  marry,  was  intermarried  with  one  Andrew  Vogler,  at  the 
county  of  Hamilton  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  she  at  the  time  in  good  faith  belieriiig 
that  said  Henry  Cnrtner  was  dead,  and  she  thereafter  lived  and  cohabited  with  said 
Andrew  Vogler  as  his  wife  in  good  faith  until  the  26th  day  of  April,  1896,  when 
said  Andrew  Vogler  died  at  the  said  county  of  Hamilton.  That  plaintiff  is  the 
mother  of  four  children  born  in  said  wedlock  with  said  Andrew  Vogler,  namely, 
Roma  E.  Vogler,  Sarah  M.  Vogler,  Nellie  I.  Vogler,  and  Oscar  V.  Vogler. 

It  is  therefore  considered  and  adjudged  by  the  court  that  the  said  marriage  con- 
tract so  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff  and  said  Henry  Curtner  was,  and  the  same  is, 
null  and  void,  and  the  same  is  hereby  held  for  naught  as  though  the  same  had  never 
existed,  and  the  said  marriage  of  plaintiff  with  said  Andrew  Vogler  is  adjudged  and 
decreed  to  be  valid,  and  that  she  is  the  lawful  widow  of  said  Andrew  Vogler  and  the 
said  childron  are  the  legitimate  children  of  plaintiff  and  said  Andrew  Vogler,  all  of 
which  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court.  And  it  is  further  onlered 
that  plaintiff  pay  all  cost  in  thii?  proceeding. 
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^^TATE  OP  Indiana,  Hamilton  County ^  ss: 

1,  C.  B.  Williams,  clerk  of  the  Hamilton  circuit  court  of  the  county  of  Hamilton, 
in  the  State  of  Indiana,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  complete 
copy  of  the  judgment  and  decree  of  said  court  in  the  above-entitled  cause  on  the  day 
and  year  first  aforesaid,  as  appears  of  record  in  my  office. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  hereimto  subscribe  my  name  and  affix  the  seal  of  the  said 
court  at  my  office  at  Noblesville  this  8th  day  of  December,  A,  D.  1898. 

[seal.]  C.  B,  Williams, 

Clerk  of  Hamilton  Circuit.  Court, 

The  foregoing  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind., 
was  rendered  by  a  court  of  record  of  general  original  jurisdiction  both 
in  law  and  equity,  which  undoubtedly  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  involved  in  said  proceeding,  and  the  residence  of  the  api)ellant, 
the  plaintiff  therein,  was  the  proper  venue  in  which  to  commence  such 
proceedings.  The  decree  shows  upon  its  face  that  it  was  in  no  sense  an 
ex  parte  proceeding,  service  having  been  obtained  upon  the  defendant, 
Curtner,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  the  State 
of  Indiana  in  the  case  of  nonresident  and  insane  and  infant  defendants. 
Furthermore,  it  appears  that  the  rights  of  the  defendant  were  carefully 
conserved,  his  insanity  having  been  suggested  to  the  court  and  a  guard- 
ian ad  litem  appointed  for  him,  who  appeared  at  the  hearing  of  the 
case  and  entered  a  general  denial,  putting  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of 
all  the  allegations  made  in  her  bill  or  complaint.  It  is  clear  therefore 
that  said  court  acquired  full  and  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  to 
said  proceeding,  and  had  unquestioned  jurisdiction,  as  a  court  of  equity, 
to  hear  and  determine  said  cause,  and  to  declare  and  adjudge  the  legal 
status  of  said  parties  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  as  affected 
by  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  to  said  Curtner.  The  decree  recites 
that  the  court,  having  heard  the  evidence,  proceeded  to  find  the  facts 
in  the  case  as  therein  set  forth,  and  found  that  at  the  date  of  his  mar- 
riage to  the  appellant  said  Curtner  was  non  compos  mentis,  insane^  and 
incapable  of  making  and  entering  into  a  valid  marriage  contract,  and 
that  this  fact  was  unknown  to  the  appellant,  and  declared  and  adjudged 
said  marriage  between  appellant  and  Curtner  absolutely  null  and  void, 
both  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  where  it  was  contracted,  and 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  where  she  resided.  As  a  neces- 
sary corollary  to  this  finding,  the  court  also  adjudged  and  decreed  the 
marriage  of  the  appellant  with  the  deceased  soldier,  Vogler,  to  be  legal 
and  valid  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  that  she  was  the 
lawful  widow  of  said  Vogler,  and  that  the  children  born  of  said  mar- 
riage were  the  legitimate  children  of  the  deceased  soldier. 

This  decree,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  legal  status  of  the  parties  to  the 
record,  was  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  in  rem,  and,  there  being  no 
suggestion  of  fraud  or  collusion  in  its  procurement,  is  binding  on  the 
whole  world.     (Freeman  on  Judgments,  2d  ed.,  sec.  313.) 
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The  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  oquity  to  inquire  into 
and  aniuiU  liy  decree,  a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  the  mental  incapacity 
to  contnict  of  one  of  the  parties  to  such  marriage  is  well  settled,  and 
has  been  directly  upheld  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Ohio, 
where  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  Curtner  was  conti-acted,  in 
the  case  of  Waymire,  guardian  of  Wiles,  r.  Jetmore  et.  al.  (22  Ohio 
St.,  271).  This  was  a  suit  by  the  guardian  of  an  imbecile  to  set  aside 
and  annul  a  pretended  marriage  of  his  ward  because  of  the  mental 
incapacity  of  said  imbecile  to  consent  to  or  contract  said  marriage,  and 
the  general  doctrine  controlling  court,s  of  equity  in  such  leases  was 
well  stati^d  by  the  court  as  follows: 

Marriajre  i»  a  (rontrat*t  relation  fouiwied  in  the  mutual  consent  of  the  j>artiee,  on 
which  atrount  consentinj?  capacity  is  essential  tx>  its  consummation.  C'onsequently 
the  want  of  such  capacity,  in  either  party,  renders  the  relation  meretricious,  not 
matrimonial.  Such  is  the  inmiemorial  and  universal  judgment  of  civilized  society. 
(1  Bl.  Com.,  439;  2  Kent's  Com.,  40,  41.)  Hence,  the  marriage  of  parties,  either  of 
whom  lacks  the  capacity  to  consent,  is  ineffe(.»tual  and  void  ab  initio.  This  disj^oses 
of  the  first  and  fundamental  proposition  suggested  by  the  record. 

Congenital,  or  other  mental  imbecility,  is  not  among  the  statutory  causes  of  divorce. 
These  causes  generally  import  a  preexisting  valid  contract,  or  a  contract  voi<iable 
only;  which,  when  they,  or  some  of  them  supervene,  will,  for  such  cau.«e,  be  judicially 
avoided.  But  this  record  does  not  present  a  case  for  judicial  nullification  and  avoid- 
ance under  the  statute,  the  pretended  marriage  being  a  nullity  and  void  already. 
Does  there,  then,  exist  any  necessity  for  judicially  declaring  such  nullity,  and  will  a 
court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  ita  oniinary  powers,  entertain  jurisdiction  to  do  it? 

Social  onler  and  public  decency  demand  that  the  parties  to  a  meretricious  relation 
in  which  the  forms  of  marriage,  apparently  legal,  seem  to  bind  them,  should  be 
judicially  relieved  therefrom.  This  alone  is  sufficient  cause  for  the  interference  of 
whatever  tribunal  possej^ses  the  adetjuate  powers.  But  the  succession  of  property 
and  the  legitimacy  of  inheritance,  which  the  law  regards  with  peculiar  jealousy, 
furnish  a  no  le-ss  controlling  motive  for  such  interference.  The  want  of  consenting 
capacity,  resulting  from  cau.«es  (»ther  than  infancy,  which  is  generally  declared  and 
the  period  thereof  fixed  by  statute,  is  determine(l  in  every  instance  by  the  testimony 
of  wittiesses  only.  Therefore,  while  the  j^rties  are  in  esse  and  the  witnesses  accessi- 
ble, it  is  of  the  greatest  importance  that  every  cloud  which  might  obscure  the 
succession  or  involve  tiie  inheritance  should  be  removed  rather  than  remam  to  foster 
future  and  consuming  litigation.  To  this  end  a  court  of  eciuity,  in  the  exerciseof 
its  ordinary  powers,  will  entertain  juris<iiction,  at  the  suit  of  the  imbecile's  guardian, 
to  declare  his  marriage  a  nullity,  as  it  does  to  orrier  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of 
a  forged  or  otherwise  void  instrument.  The  propriety  of  such  jurisdiction  is  fully 
recognized  by  (Chancellor  Kent  in  Weightman  v.  Weigh tman  (4  Johns,  ch.  'i4S)f 
and  by  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina  in  Crump  r.  Morgan  (3  Ired.  Eq.,  91). 

There  would  seem  to  be,  therefore,  no  valid  or  tenable  ground  for 
questioning  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  render  said  decree,  and  if 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  premises  be  conceded,  the  legal 
eflfect  of  said  judgment  and  decree  was  undoubtedly  to  remove  the 
apparent  impedhnent  theretofore  existing  to  the  marriage  of  the 
appellant  to  the  soldier,  Vogler,  to  render  said  marriage  valid,  legal, 
and  binding  under  the  laws  of    the  State  of    Indiana,  and  to  fix  the 
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legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the 
soldier.     To  this  extent  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  said 
decree  is  binding  and  conclusive,  not  only  upon  the  parties  to  said 
record,  but  upon  the  whole  world. 
The  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  provides: 

That  marriagegi,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  4705  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  at  the  time  when  the 
right  to  pension  accrued. 

In  the  present  case  the  residence  of  the  parties,  both  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  of  the  appellant  to  the  deceased  soldier  and  at  the  time 
when  her  right  to  pension  as  his  widow^  accrued,  provided  it  be  shown 
that  she  has  any  such  right  under  the  provisions  of  the  law,  was  the 
State  of  Indiana,  where  the  appellant  still  resides.  Consequently 
the  decree  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  and  authority"  so  to  do, 
adjudging  and  declaring  her  marriage  to  the  deceased  soldier  legal, 
valid,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  that  Stiite,  must  ))e  accepted,  under 
the  provisions  of  said  act  of  August  7, 1882,  as  establishing  the  legality 
of  said  marriage,  and  the  appellant  should  be  accepted  as  the  widow  of 
the  soldier  for  pensionable  purposes. 

It  does  not  affect  the  force  and  validity  of  the  decree  of  nullity,  pro- 
vided it  was  legal  and  regular  in  all  other  respects,  as  has  been  shown 
to  have  been  the  case  in  the  present  insttince,  that  it  may  have  been 
procured  in  furtherance  and  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  appellant's  appli- 
cation, for  pension.  Said  court  unquestionably  had  jurisdiction  to 
declare  the  law  of  the  State  of  Indiana  relative  to  the  marriage  of  the 
appellant  to  the  soldier,  and  her  legal  status  as  his  widow  thereunder. 
It  has  done  so  in  a  perfect!}'  regular  and  proper  proceeding,  w^herein 
no  fraud  or  collusion  is  shown  or  charged,  and  there  is  no  valid  or 
legal  ground  or  reason  whatever  for  declining  to  accept  the  judgment 
of  said  court  as  fully  establishing  the  legal  status  of  the  appellant  as 
the  widow  of  the  soldier  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana. 

It  may  be  remarked,  incidentall3%  that  the  great  preponderance  of 
the  testimony  obtained  on  special  examination  of  this  case  tends  to 
sustain  and  suppoit  the  finding  of  facts  by  the  court  in  said  decree  of 
nullity,  and  to  establish  the  fact  of  the  insanity  of  the  appellant's  first 
husband,  Curtner,  at  the  date  of  her  marriage  to  him  in  1861^  It  is 
neither  necessary  nor  proper  to  consider  in  this  case  whether  or  not 
said  testimony  is  sufficient  to  show  conclusivel}'  that  Curtner  was  so 
in.sane  at  that  time  as  to  be  mentally  incompetent  to  contract  a  valid 
marriage,  that  question  being,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  res 
adjudicata,  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  with  all  the  parties  and 
all  the  facts  before  it,  having  decided  that  he  was,  and  that  his  mar- 
riage to  the  appellant  was  a  nullity,  and  absolutely  void  ab  initio. 

The  Department  is  clearlv  of  the  opinion,  from  the  foregoing,  that 
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the  appellant  should  be  accepted,  under  the  record  and  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the  deceased  soldier,  Vogler,  for  pen- 
sionable purposes. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  of  the  deceased  soldier  for  additional 
invalid  pension,  and  of  the  claim  of  the  appellant  for  widow's  pension 
upon  the  ground  stated  is,  therefore,  hereby  reversed  and  set  a.side. 
and  you  are  directed  to  cause  said  claims  to  be  reopened,  further  con- 
sidered, and  readjudicated  upon  their  merits,  accepting  the  appellant 
as  the  pensionable  'widow  of  the  deceased  soldier.  The  paper:^  in  the 
case  are  returned  herewith. 


MARRIAGE  OF  SLAVES  IN   MARYLAND— LEGITIMACY. 

SAMLTi:L  TUTTLE  (faTHER). 

Under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  slaves  might  legally  marry,  and  the  issue  of  their  mar- 
riages \ysi»  legitimate. 

AsHiMa7\t  SfCTttary  F,  L.  Campbdl  to  the  Cwfimis&imu'f*  of  Penxif04><. 

2farch  15,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Samuel  Tuttle,  on  October  11,  1898,  filed  a  claim. 
No.  684670,  for  pension,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  father  of 
Alexander  Tuttle,  deceased,  who  was  a  member  of  Company  C\ 
Twenty-foui-th  United  States  Infantry,  and  was  killed  July  1,  1898.  in 
the  battle  of  San  Juan  Hill,  Cuba,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War 
Department. 

Said  claim  was  lirst  rejected  in  March,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  the 
soldier  was  not  the  legitimate  son  of  the  claimant,  the  latter  having 
never  been  legally  married  to  the  soldier's  mother. 

Record  evidence  of  the  claimant's  marriage  in  June,  1860,  in  Prince 
George  County,  Md.,  to  the  soldier's  mother,  both  of  whom  were  then 
slaves,  being  subsequently  filed,  the  claim  was  reopened  and  was  again 
rejected  in  July,  1900,  on  the  ground  that  "slave  marriages  are  not 
recognized  by  the  Maryland  statute,"  as  valid;  and  on  AugUvst  30, 
1900,  the  claimant,  through  his  attorneys,  appealed,  contending  merely 
that  his  said  marriage  to  the  soldier's  mother  was  valid. 

In  view  of  the  appellant's  present  necessitous  circumstances,  his 
appeal  is  taken  up  out  of  its  regular  order  and  given  immediate 
consideration. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  herein  that  this  claimant  and  the 
mother  of  the  soldier  were  formally  married  in  the  State  of  Maryland 
on  June  3,  1860,  with  the  consent  of  their  owners;  that  they  continued 
to  reside  in  that  State,  living  and  cohabiting  and  being  recognized 
generally  as  husband  and  wife  until  1869,  when  they  removed  to  the 
city  of  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  remained  in  said 
district,  still  cohabiting  and  being  universally^, j,^^Qg;ugad^Svtusband 
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and  wife  until  her  death  in  1877.  The  soldier  was  born  to  them  in 
1866.     He  enlisted  in  1885. 

Section  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  providing  that  certain  proof 
a.s  to  marital  relations  of  colored  soldiers  shall  be  sufficient  for  pen- 
sionable purposes  in  claims  by  the  alleged  widows  and  children  of  such, 
has  no  application  in  this  case  as  said  section  expressly  limits  its 
application  to  claims  on  account  of  those  soldiers  only  who  enlisted 
prior  to  March  3, 1873. 

This  claim,  therefore,  must  be  decided  "'according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the 
time  when  the  right  to  pension  accrued,"  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
August  7,  1882. 

Generally,  slaves  were  considered  to  be  incompetent  to  contract 
marriage  and  their  children  were  not  considered  legitimate.  Under 
the  laws  of  Maryland,  however,  where  the  marriage  in  this  case  was 
foi-mally  celebrated  by  a  minister,  it  appears  slaves  might,  certainly 
with  consent  of  masters,  legally  marrj-,  although  no  civil  rights  were 
thereby  conferred. 

The  laws  of  1777,  chapter  12,  section  11,  provided 

that  if  any  minister  shall  wilfully  publish  the  banns  of  matrimony  between  any  serv- 
ants or  between  a  free  person  and  a  servant,  or  if  he  shall  wittingly  celebrate  the 
rites  of  matrimony  between  any  such,  without  leave  of  the  master  or  mistress  of  such 
servant,  he  shall  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  offense  fifty  pounds  current  money. 

In  the  case  of  Jones  /'.  Jones  (36  Md.,  457),  the  court  of  appeals  of 
Maryland  held  that  this  law  ''authorized  servants  to  marry  with  the 
assent  of  their  owners,  and  whatever  the  law  may  have  been  in  this 
respect  before,"  they  say,  "'they  could  lawfully  marry  thereafter. 
Although  the  marriage  would  not  confer  civil  rights  upon  them,  and 
in  no  manner  change  or  effect  the  relation  of  master  and  slave,  yet  it 
was  legalized  and  consequently  the  issue  would  be  legitimate." 

The  court  in  that  case  say  further  as  to  the  legal  status  of  slave 
marriages: 

There  are  cases  in  which  marriages  contracted  between  parties  not  capable  of 
contracting  at  the  time  of  marriage  are  made  valid  by  subsequent  ratification  of  the 
parties,  as  in  case  of  lunatics  and  infants,  and  that  without  any  other  or  new 
celebration.  »  *  *  We  think  that  the  same  law  should  apply  to  the  cases  of 
marriage  between  slaves  who  ratify  the  marriage  after  they  become  free. 

And  when  the  same  case  was,  later,  again  before  that  court  they 
adhered  to  this  holding  as  to  the  legality  of  slave  marriages,  and  also 
held  such  to  be  valid  whether  with  or  without  consent  of  the  master. 
(S.  C,  45  Md.,  144.) 

They  say: 

The  seventh  prayer  was  also  properly  refused.  It  embodied  the  proposition  that 
without  the  consent  of  the  master  the  marriage  of  the  slave  was  actually  void. 
There  is  no  warrant  for  this  in  the  law  of  this  State.  The  statute  of  1777,  chapter  12, 
prohibited  ministers  of  the  gospel  from  publishing  the  banns  or  celebrating  matri- 
mony between  servants  or  a  servant  and  a  free  person,  under  j)enalty,  without  the 
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conHviit  of  the  mapterH.  But  the  statute  did  not  declare  the  marriage  void,  nor  was 
that  the  ojieration  of  it.  The  luinister  8iit)jecte<1  himself  to  a  fine,  but  the  marriage 
wan  valid. 

And  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  has  also  held,  in 
the  ease  of  Thomas  v.  Holtzman  (18  D.  C,  62),  that  where  shives.  with 
the  consent  of  their  masters,  lived  together  in  the  State  of  Maryland 
as  husband  and  wife,  such  a  union,  according  to  the  custom  of  that 
State,  was  sufficient  to  establish  a  marriage  between  the  parties,  and 
the  issue  thereof  would  be  legitimate  and  entitled  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  Feliruar}'  0,  1879,  to  inherit  in  the  District  of  Columina. 

Shivery  was  abolished,  by  statute,  in  the  State  of  Maryland  in 
Dei-tMuber,  1864;  and  on  March  22,  1867,  the  legislature  of  that  State 
passed  the  following  act,  now  embodied  in  section  13,  chapter  HiJ.  of 
th(»  Code  of  Public  (lenenil  Laws  (Maryland): 

All  marriages  made  and  (•elebrate<l  in  thi.<  State  i>ri(»r  to  March  22,  1867,  by  and 
between  colored  people  are  hereby  confirmed  and  made  valid,  to  every  intent  ami 
pnrpose,  from  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  wucli  marriajiei^,  reyjjectively ;  an<l  every 
such  marriage  shall  })e  h(?ld  and  taken  l)y  all  courts  of  thi?  State  to  be  good  and  suf- 
ficient in  law  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  provider!  that  in  every  case  the  jiartit^ 
claiming  to  have  been  married  by  a  comjK^tent  person  shall,  by  sufficient  pro<^flM»n ire 
some  justice  of  the  peace  establish  the  fact  of  having  been  so  married,  a  certifiaitt^  t)f 
which  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  county  in  which  sii'l 
marriage  was  celebrated,  or  the  conrtof  connnon  pleas  of  Baltimore  city,  and  lx'i»re- 
Si'rvcd  with  the  register  of  marriage  licenses  in  the  ofiice  of  said  clerk. 

Mewintr  this  case  in  almost  an\'  of  its  various  legal  aspects,  it  would 
seem  that  the  soldier  must  be  held  to  have  ]>een  the  legitimate  son  of 
this  (daimant.  Under  the  Maryland  sbitute  of  1777,  as  construed  by 
the  highest  appellate  court  of  that  State,  the  claimant's  mairiage  in 
»)un(\  1S()<),  to  the  soldier's  mother  was  legal  and  the  soldier,  lK)rn  of 
that  marriage,  a  legitimate  son. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Jones  r,  Jones,  supra,  is  directly  in  point 
in  this  case  and  would  appear  to  >)e  decisive  of  this  on  the  question 
presented. 

If,  how(»ver.  it  be  considered  that  the  act  of  1777  does  not  warmnt 
the  holding  that  slave  marriages  in  Maryland  were  legal  and  their  issue 
legitimate,  the  act  of  March  2^,  1867,  above  quoted,  would  appear  to 
be  conclusive  in  support  of  such  holding.  It  is  true,  the  latter  act 
couples  its  positive,  absolute,  and  comprehensive  declanition  of  the 
validity  **to  every  intent  and  purpose''  of  such  marriages  with  the 
))roviso  that  the  parties  cdaiming  such  a  marriage  shall  establish  it  by 
certain  proof  and  record  a  certificate  thereof.  But  these  directory  pro- 
visions of  that  act  are  entitled  to  no  greater  legal  effect  than  the  ordi- 
nary directory  requirements  of  most  of  the  St*ite  statutes  as  to  marriage 
license,  celebration,  etc.,  a  failure  to  compl}^  with  which  requirements 
IS  held  not  to  invalidate  a  marriage*  which  is  otherwise  valid  (Meister 
r.  Moore  (96  U.  S.,  7()):  Blackburn  r.  Crawford  (3  Wallace,  175)). 

It  would  seem  tdear.  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  under  the  act  of  March 
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2:^,  1867,  if  not  under  that  of  1777,  this  claimant's  alleged  marriage  in 
June,  1860,  should  be  considered  as  valid,  notwithstanding  it  has  not, 
so  far  as  appears,  been  established  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
former  act. 

And  this  marriage  would  also  appear  to  be  valid  under  the  doctrine 
of  i-atification  announced  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Jones  v,  Jones, 
supra.  The  clairiiant  and  the  soldiers  mother,  after  thej^  became,  in 
18t>4:,  free  persons  under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  continued  for  many 
years  to  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife,  and  they  thereby  ratified  their 
original  marriage,  which  thereupon  unquestionabl}^  became  valid, 
according  to  that  decision,  if  it  were  not  valid  before.  The  legitimacy 
of  the  soldier,  born  in  1866,  while  his  father  and  mother  were  cohabit- 
ing as  free  persons,  would  appear,  under  this  theory,  to  be  clearly 
established. 

And,  finall3%  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  6, 1879,  would  appear 
to  have  also  an  important  bearing  on  the  question  of  this  soldier's 
legitimacy,  if  it  be  considered  that  there  was  no  valid  marriage  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  place  where  this  claimant's  marriage  was 
contracted. 

According  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  7,  1882,  above  (juoted, 
marriages  are  provable  in  pension  claims,  either  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  contracted  or  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  the 
right  to  pension  accrued,  which  in  this  case  is  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Said  act  of  Februarv  6,  1S7H,  reads  as  follows: 

That  the  in^ue  of  any  marriage  of  colored  persons,  contracted  and  entered  into 
acconlin^  to  any  cUHtoin  i)revailinj;  at  the  time  in  any  of  the  States  wherein  the  same 
tu-cnried,  J»hall  for  all  purj)0.se8  of  descent  and  inheritance  and  the  transmission  of 
both  real  and  personal  property  within  the  District  of  Columbia,  be  deemed  and 
held  to  be  legitimate,  and  cai)able  of  inheriting  and  transmitting  inheritance,  and 
taking  as  next  of  kin  and  distributee  according  to  law,  from  and  to  their  parents,  or 
either  of  them,  and  from  and  to  those  from  such  parents,  or  either  of  them,  may 
inherit  tyr  transmit  inheritance,  anything  in  the  laws  of  such  State  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding:  Provided^  That  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  implying  that 
any  such  marriage  is  not  valid,  or  such  issue  legitimate  for  other  purposes. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  held  in  the  case  of 
Thomas  /'.  Holtzman,  supi^a,  that  legitimacy  is  established  under  this 
act  V)y  proof  of  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of 
Maryland  of  slaves,  with  consent  of  their  master. 

And  irrespective  of  this  act  of  Februarv  6,  1S71>,  it  would  seem  that 
a  marriage  per  verba  de  presenti  .might  well  be  presumed  from  the 
matrimonial  cohabitation  of  claimant  and  soldier's  mother  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  from  1869  until  her  death  in  1S77;  such  marriage 
being  held  by  the  Department  to  be  valid  in  said  District.  See  case 
of  Annie  Higgins(10  P.  D.,  110),  and  said  case  of  Thomas?'.  Holtzman 
cited  therein. 

Rejection  of  this  claim  is.  therefore,  reversed,  and  you  will  readju- 
diciite  the  claim  accordingly.  ^  gi^i.^^  by  GoOglc 
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service— wagox  master-muster. 

Margaret  Griffin  (widow). 

It  appearing?  from  the  official  record  in  the  War  Department  of  the  deceajBed  soUlier  s 
military  service  that  he  was  duly  enlisted  and  mustered  into  the  military  Her\ice 
of  the  United  States,  and  stibeequently  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  he  was  enlisted  and  served  as  a  **  wagt>n  master"  or  not:  he 
was  an  enlisted  man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  as  surh 
occupied  a  pensionable  status  under  the  law.  The  rejection  of  the  appellant's 
claims  for  pension  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier  upon  the  ground  that  he  had 
rendered  no  service  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  Static  was, 
therefore,  erroneous,  and  is  reversed. 

AssUtant  S*icrdary  1^\  L,  Campbell  to  the  CommlsHixyner  of  Pen%i*»m^ 

March  13,  1901. 

Margaret  Griffin  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  April  20,  18S9.  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4702,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  widow  of  George  Griffin  (deceased),  late  "  wagon  master," 
Thirty-fifth  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry,  alleging  the  death  of  said 
soldier  on  September  12,  1883,  from  disease  contracted  in  line  of  duty 
during  his  military  service. 

This  application  was  originally  rejected  on  April  1,  1897,  upon  the 
ground  that  no  connection  was  established  by  the  evidence  between 
the  death  of  the  soldier  and  his  military  service. 

On  February  3,  1894,  while  the  aforesaid  claim  for  widow's  pension 
under  the  general  law  was  pending,  said  Margaret  Griffin  tiled  an 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  said  soldier,  which  was  likewise 
rejected  on  June  2S,  1897,  upon  the  ground  that  it  had  l^een  determined 
from  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department  that  the  deceaM»d 
soldier  had  rendered  no  service  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

Subsequently  the  rejection  of  both  of  said  claims  for  widow's  pen- 
sion was  adhered  to,  upon  the  ground  that  it  appeared  from  the  official 
record  in  the  War  Department  of  the  service  of  said  George  Griffin 
that  he  was  not  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  as  alleged. 

From  the  rejection  of  both  claims  for  widow's  pension,  as  aforesaid, 
appeal  was  taken  on  October  24,  1898. 

It  appears  from  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department  that— 

George  Griffin  was  enrolled  on  tlie  21st  day  of  December,  1861,  at  Jeffereonnlle, 
Ind.,  in  Thirty-fifth  Regiment  of  Indiana  Volunteers,  to  serve  three  years,  or  during 
the  war,  as  wagon  master.  On  the  muster-in  roll  of  field  and  staff  of  that  regiment 
for  the  month  of  December,  1861,  he  is  rejMDrted  present.  Muster-out  roll,  dated 
September  30,  1865  (next  on  which  borne),  shows  him  dischai^ged,  without  date. 
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It  also  appears,  by  a  certificate  of  the  adjutant-general  of  the  State 
of  Indiana,  that  the  official  records  on  file  in  his  office  show  that — 

George  Griffin  joined  for  duty  and  waa  enrolled  as  a  wagon  master  of  Thirty-fifth 
Regiment  Indiana  Volunteers  at  Jeffersonville,  Ind.,  on  the  21  st  day  of  December, 
1861,  by  Col.  Z.  C.  Walker,  and  that  he  was  duly  mustered  into  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  on  the  2l8tday  of  December,  1861,  for  the 
term  of  three  years,  by  Major  Carpenter,  U.  S.  A.,  mustering  officer.  Mustered  out 
September  30,  1866. 

On  April  4, 1893,  this  certificate  was  referred  to  the  Record  and  Pen- 
sion Office  of  the  War  Department  to  determine  whether  the  state- 
ments therein  contained  could  be  accepted  as  correct,  and  on  April  19, 
1893,  the  following  reply  was  received: 

The  date  of  discharge  of  George  Griffin,  wagon  master,  Thirty-fifth  Indiana  Vol- 
unteers, can  not  be  determined  from  the  records  of  this  office,  and  the  inclosed  cer- 
tificate of  the  adjutant-general  of  the  State  of  Indiana  can  not  be  accepted  as  sufficient 
to  establish  such  date. 

On  April  27,  1897,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  addressed  a  com- 
munication to  the  honorable  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  transmitting 
therewith  the  papers  in  this  case — 

with  the  request  that  the  honorable  the  Secretary  of  War  be  asked  to  direct  the 
Adjutant-General  to  fix  a  date  which  may  be  accepted  as  the  termination  of  this 
soldier's  service  in  the  Army  of  the  United  States,  under  his  enlistment  of  December 
21, 1861,  or  any  veteran  reenlistment  based  thereon;  and  to  also  request  that  he  state 
whether  or  not  such  a  termination  from  the  service  can  be  considered  as  an  honorable 
dL<«charge  from  the  service  of  the  United  States. 

This  request  having  been  complied  with,  the  following  communica- 
tion, dated  June  1,  1897,  was  received  from  the  War  Department: 

The  muster-in  roll  of  the  field  and  staff  of  the  Thirty-fifth  Indiana  Infantry  Vol- 
unteers, dated  December  11,  1861,  reports  George  Griffin,  **  wagon  master,"  enrolled 
at  Jeffersonville  December  21, 1861,  and  mustered  by  Maj.  S.  D.  Carpenter  December 
21,  1861.  This  man's  name  is  entered  at  the  end  of  the  roll,  evidently  as  an  after- 
thought, when  it  was  found  necessary  to  employ  someone  to  take  charge  of  the 
moving  of  the  wagons  of  the  regiment;  and,  in  ignorance  that  there  was  no  such 
military  rank  as  ** wagon  master"  known  to  the  service,  and  that  the  persons  per- 
forming that  duty  were  employed  and  paid  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department. 

No  further  record  of  this  man's  "muster  in"  to  service,  nor  any  further  record  of 
him  whatever,  has  been  found,  except  that  his  name  is  taken  up  on  the  muster-out 
roll  of  the  field  and  staff,  dated  September  9,  1865,  with  the  remark  "discharged." 
This  entry  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  it  was  required  that  every  man  whoi«e  name 
had  previously  appeared  on  any  of  the  rolls  of  an  organization  should  be  accounted 
for  in  some  way  on  the  muster-out  roll  of  that  organization. 

Upon  inquiry  at  the  oflice  of  the  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  it  has  been 
learned  that  there  is  no  record  in  that  oflSce  of  any  payment  to  this  man  as  a  soldier. 

In  view  of  the  facts  of  record  in  this  case,  especially  the  fact  that  the  organization 
of  the  volunteer  forces  did  not  provide  for  regimental  wagon  masters,  nor  for  any 
wagon  masters,  except,  as  8tate<l  above,  civilians  who  were  employed  and  paid  as 
such  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department,  this  man  is  not  regarded  by  this  Depart- 
ment as  having  been  in  the  military  8er\ice  of  the  Unite<l  States  as  claimed. 
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This  decision  of  the  War  Department  that  the  apjDellantV  deceased 
husband  was  not  in  the  militiiry  service  of  the  United  States  is  the 
basis  of  the  action  upon  which  her  claims  for  widow's  pension  now 
stand  rejected,  but,  in  view  of  the  facts  shown  by  the  oflBcial  record  of 
the  soldier's  militarv  service,  and  conceded  bv  the  War  Dejmrtment. 
this  Department  is  unable  to  at^ree  with  or  concur  in  said  conclusion. 
It  has  uniformly  been,  and  is  now,  the  practice  of  this  Dei>artmciit  to 
accept  the  facts  recited  in  the  official  records  of  the  War  Department 
relative  to  the  militarv  bistory  and  service  of  a  soldier  as  binding  and 
conclusive,  nor  will  evidence  be  admitted  in  the  prosecution  of  a  p<Mi- 
sion  claim  to  dispute  or  controvert  the  facts  stated  in  said  record,  and 
any  error  therein  must  be  corrected,  if  at  all,  by  the  authorities  of  the 
War  Department;  but  the  legal  conclusions  and  deductions  drawn  l»y 
the  officers  of  the  War  Department  from  such  facts  are  not.  and 
have  never  l)een  held  to  be  conclusive  and  Innding  on  this  Depart- 
ment, although  such  conclusions  are  very  strongl}'  persuasive  and 
are,  and  should  always  be,  entitled  to  the  high(*st  consideration  and 
respect.  In  the  present  instance  it  is  shown  by  the  official  retonl 
of  the  deceased  soldiers  service,  and  admitted  by  the  officers  of  the 
War  Department  that  he  was  duly  enlisted  and  enrolled,  and  regularly 
nmstered  into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  by  an  officer  of 
the  Regular  Army  detailed  for  that  duty.  There  was,  therefore,  not 
onl}'  a  proper  tender  of  service  on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  but  an  accept- 
ance of  that  service  by  the  (xovernment,  acting  by  and  through  \t> 
duly  authorized  officer  and  agent,  and  there  is  no  escape  from  the  con- 
clusion that  the  soldier  therein'  became,  and  was  a  duly  enlisted  man 
in  the  militarv  service  of  the  United  States,  and  that  his  service  was 
performed  as  such  under  a  valid  enlistment,  no  matter  what  may  have 
])een  the  character  of  such  service,  or  bv  what  name  or  rank  he  may 
have  been  called  or  designated.  It  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  disregiud- 
ing  this  soldier  s  enlistment  and  service  that  he  may  have  been  desig- 
nated as  *■' wagon  master-'  at  his  enlistment  and  muster  in,  when  thei"? 
was  no  such  military  rank  known  to  the  service  under  the  Army  Retal- 
iations, and  the  pcn'sons  performing  that  duty  were  usually  employed 
as  civilians  and  paid  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department.  He  wa^. 
notwithstanding,  an  enlisted  man,  and  it  makes  no  difference  by  what 
name  or  supposed  rank  he  was  designated  in  the  service  or  the  character 
of  the  duties  to  which  he  was  assigned.  Even  if  the  Army  Regulations 
had  recognized  the  rank  and  office  of  '*  wagon  master,''  it  would  have 
])een  a  noncommissioned  office  or  rank,  to  which  only  an  enlisted  man 
could  have  been  appoint(^d,  and  the  soldier  could  not  have  been  prop- 
erly and  legally  enlisted  and  nuistcred  into  service  as  a  "'^  wagon  master." 
any  more  than  if  no  such  military  rank  had  existed,  but  his  apiwint- 
ni(Mit  thereto  must,  necessarily,  have  followed  his  enlistment.  It  can 
make  no  p()ssil)le  difierence,  therefore,  that  he  was  designated  on  the 
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nnister-in  roll  as  a  '"wagon  master,"  a  rank  not  known  to  the  service. 
The  fact  that  a  duly  enlisted  man  nia}^  have  been  designated  by  a  name 
and  rank  not  recognized  by  the  Army  Regulations,  and  detailed  to 
perform  certain  duties  usually  performed  by  civilian  employees  of  the 
Quartermaster's  Department,  does  not  render  him  any  less  an  enlisted 
man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  can  not  by  any 
}X)s8ible  construction  or  course  of  reaiioning  atfect  his  status  as  a  soldier, 
or  put  him  out  of  the  military  service  of  the  United  States. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  shown  by  reports  from  the  office  of  the 
Quartermaster-Geneml  of  the  Army,  on  file  with  the  papers  in  the  case, 
that  the  deceased  soldier  never  was  employed  and  paid  by  the  Quar- 
termarter's  Department  a^j  a  "  wagon  ma.ster,"  or  civilian  empWee  of 
any  kind  at  any  time  during  his  service.  Furthermore,  the  record 
.shows  that  the  deceased  soldier's  service  was  terminated  by  a  discharge. 
The  muster-out  roll  of  the  field  and  staff  of  the  Thirty-fifth  Indiana 
Volunteer  Infantr}'^  shows  him  discharged,  but  does  not  give  the  date 
of  his  discharge.  The  explanation  of  this  fact  given  in  the  foregoing 
communication  of  the  War  Department  does  not  in  any  wa}^  tend  to 
indicate  that  he  was  not  regularly  in  the  service,  or  controvert  the  fact 
that  he  was  an  enlisted  man.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a  direct  admission 
and  concession  that  the  soldier  was  an  enlisted  man,  and  therefore  it 
was  necessaiy  and  requisite  that  he  be  accounted  for  on  the  muster-out 
roll  of  the  organization.  If  he  had  never  been  in  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States,  but  was  merely  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Quar- 
termaster's Department,  it  would  neither  have  been  necessary  nor 
proper  to  have  taken  up  his  name  and  accounted  for  him  on  the  muster- 
out  roll;  but  his  name  having  previously  appeared  on  the  rolls  of  the 
organization  as  an  enlisted  man,  it  was  required  that  he  be  accounted 
for  on  the  muster-out  roll,  which  was  done  by  reporting  him  "'dis- 
charged." That  he  was  "discharged,"  as  shown  by  the  record,  is  not 
disputed  and  can  not  be  denied,  and  if  he  was  so  "discharged"  he  must, 
necessarily,  have  been  an  enlisted  man.  The  Department  is;  therefore, 
of  the  opinion  that  the  official  record  of  the  deceased  soldiers  military 
service  clearly  and  indisputably  establishes  the  fact  that  he  was  a  duly 
enlisted  man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  that  his 
said  service  was  terminated  by  a  discharge  which,  in  the  absence  of 
an^^thing  to  the  contmry,  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  an  honorable 
discharge. 

The  benefits  of  the  general  pension  laws  are  extended  by  the  provi- 
sions of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  to  "an}'- enlisted  man,  however 
employed,  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  or  in 
its  Marine  Corps,  whether  regularly  mustered  or  not,  disabled,"  etc. ; 
and  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  a  pension, 
under  the  conditions  therein  prescribed,  for  the  widow  of  ''any  officer 
or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Arm}'^  m;  Navy 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


286  DECISIONS    RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was 
honorably  discharged,"  etc. 

Although  the  official  record  of  the  deceased  soldier's  service  fails  to 
indicate  the  exai't  length  of  time  he  served,  or  when,  or  how  he  was 
discharged,  further  than  has  been  above  indicated,  the  testimony 
obtained  by  a  special  examination  of  this  case  of  officers  and  com- 
rades who  served  in  the  same  I'egiment  with  the  soldier  clearly  and 
satisfactorily  establishes  the  fact  that  he  did  actually  serve  therein 
under  said  enlistment  from  the  date  of  his  muster  in  until  some  time 
about  the  month  of  June,  1862,  or  even  longer,  a  much  longer  period 
in  any  event,  than  ninety  days. 

The  record  evidence  and  the  testimony  in  this  case,  therefore, 
unquestionably  show  that  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier 
was  a  valid  and  legal  service  for  pensionable  purposes,  and  amply  suf- 
ficient to  give  this  appellant  a  pensionable  status  as  his  widow  under 
both  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  law. 

The  rejection  of  the  appellant's  claims  for  widow's  pension  upon  the 
ground  that  her  deceased  husband  was  not  in  the  military  ser^nce  of 
the  United  States  is,  therefore,  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  you 
are  directed  to  cause  the  same  to  be  reopened,  reconsidered,  and  read- 
judicated  upon  their  merits,  accepting  the  military  service  of  the 
deceased  soldier  as  sufficient  to  give  the  appellant  a  pensionable  statu.s 
as  his  widow,  both  under  the  provisions  of  section  4202,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, and  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  in  the  foregoing  nothing  has 
been  passed  upon  and  decided  other  than  the  question  of  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier  for  pensionable 
pui-poses,  all  other  questions  and  matters  pertaining  to  the  general 
merits  of  the  case  being  properly  left  for  the  consideration  and  deter- 
mination of  the  Pension  Bureau  upon  readjudication  of  the  claims. 


deskrtiox-military  age— oath  of  enlistment. 

Nathan  Loeb,  alias  Nathan  Lyons. 

Appellant's  name  was  (lrop]>e<l  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter 
from  a  former  enlistment.  The  contention  is  that  he  was  under  16  years  of  b^ 
at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  Septen^l)er,  1863,  and  is  therefore  not  barred 
on  account  of  such  desertion.  In  his  oath  of  enlistment  lie  reported  his  age  iw 
18  years.     He  is  bound  by  this  action. 

A-ssi,st(f?if  St'crrf(try  F',  L,  Ca)n]>htn  Ufthe  Comndmloner  of  Pensiont^^ 

March  2G.  1001, 

Nathan  Loeb,  alia.s  Nathan  Lyons,  was  a  member  of  Company  I. 
One  hundred  and  eighty-eighth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  Janu- 
ary :^3  to  Septem})er  25,  18(>5.     On  July  9,  1890,  his  name  was  placed 
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on  the  pension  roll  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  by  reason  of  a  disability  resulting  from 
rheumatism  and  catarrh.  Oh  May  2, 1892,  he  filed  a  claim  presumably 
for  additional  pension,  alleging  chronic  diarrhea,  malarial  poisoning, 
piles,  disease  of  nervous  system,  liver,  head,  brains,  and  defective 
sight  and  hearing,  in  addition  to  the  causes  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned. This  claim  was  adjudicated  and  denied  on  May  6,  1893,  and 
at  the  same  time  the  medical  referee  recommended  the  dropping  of 
the  claimant's  name  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  a  ratable  disa- 
bility had  ceased  to  exist. 

Similar  action  seems  to  have  been  taken  on  November  1, 1895.  Why 
the  claimant's  name  wasr  not  dropped  in  accordance  with  said  recom- 
mendation does  not  appear  from  the  record. 

On  Januarj'^  15,  1897,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  on  the 
legal  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  is 
a  deserter  from  a  former  service,  and  consequently  was  not  honorably 
discharged  from  all  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

On  November  25,  1898,  the  soldier  filed  an  application  for  restora- 
tion to  the  pension  roll,  admitting  that  he  enlisted  in  the  Fifteenth 
United  States  Infantry  on  September  14,  1863,  and  that  he  deserted 
from  said  organization  as  charged  on  January  11,  1865.  He  further 
contends  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  a  minor  under 
the  age  of  16  years,  and  for  that  reason  such  desertion  is  no  bar  to  his 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

His  claim  for  restoration  was  denied  on  May  3, 1899,  on  the  ground 
that  he  deserted  from  Company  A,  Fifteenth  United  States  Infantry 
on  January  11,  1865,  which  charge  has  never  been  removed. 

On  November  26,  1898,  he  appealed  from  the  action  of  dropping 
his  name  from  the  rolls,  and  on  June  17,  1899,  he  appealed  from  the 
rejection  of  his  claim  to  restoration,  resting  upon  the  contention  that 
he  was  a  minor  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  first  enlist- 
ment and  for  that  reason  the  act  of  desertion,  which  he  admits,  con- 
stitutes no  bar  to  pension  under  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the 
ca.«e  of  Jasper  M.  Stine  (9  P.  D.,  488). 

The  claimant  swears  that  he  was  born  on  May  '25, 1848.  In  support 
of  his  claim  for  restoration  was  filed  on  January  6,  1899,  the  affidavit 
of  Theresa  Loeb,  who  deposes  that  she  is  the  aunt  of  the  claimant; 
that  he  was  born  about  May  25,  1848;  that  his  mother  died  in  June, 
1848,  when  he  was  about  three  weeks  old,  when  he  was  sent  to  her  to 
be  raised;  that  in  the  fall  of  1861,  when  he  was  about  18^  years  old, 
he  ran  away  from  her  and  went  out  as  a  drummer  })oy  without  her 
knowledge  or  consent;  that  afiiant  believes  that  claimant's  father,  who 
is  now  dead,  did  not  consent  to  his  enlistment. 

Accordmg  to  this  evidence  the  soldier  would  have  been  under  the 
age  of  16  years  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  but  it  is  contradicted 
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by  a  report  from  tho  office  of  the  Adjutant-Geneml  dated  Novcml)er 
10,  WMi,     In  said  report  he  is  thus  described: 

Nathan  Loab,  )x)m  in  ClailK>me,  Ala.;  aged  18  years;  by  occupation  a  laK»rt-r: 
black  eyes,  blai^k  hair,  dark  complexion,  5  feet  3  inches  hij^h;  wa^^  enlifit<?d  Seplt-niVr 
14,  1S»).S,  at  Providence,  R.  I.,  in  the  Fifteenth  United  States  Infantry,  and  joiut^i 
Conij)any  A,  third  battalion  of  that  regiment  Decemy)er  1,  1863, at  Fort  Adani<.  R.  I. 
Muster  roll,  January  and  February,  18()5,  rej)orts  him  "  deserter!  January  11, 18*v).at 
Lookout  Mountain,  Tennessee;"  a  private.  Was  a  private  during  service.  Not 
reported  sick  on  any  muster  roll.     He  is  a  deserter  at  large. 

The  above  description  as  it  relates  to  the  age  and  place  of  birth  must 
have  been  furnished  by  the  claimant  himself,  since  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  had  the  consent  of  his  parent  or  guardian. 

On  February  13,  1S62,  Congress  passed  an  act,  entitled  "'An  act 
making  an  appropriation  for  completing  the  defenses  of  Washington, 
and  for  other  purposes/' 

The  second  section  of  said  act  is  as  follows: 

And  he  itfurtfier  niacUd,  That  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  twenty-eighth  Septem- 
ber, eighteen  hundred  and  fifty,  providing  for  the  disc^haige  from  the  8er\i«  of 
minon<  enlisted  without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians,  be,  and  the  same 
hereby  it*,  re[>ealed:  Prodded^  That  hereafter  no  person  under  the  age  of  eighteen 
shall  be  mustered  into  the  United  States  service,  and  the  oath  of  enlistment  taken 
by  the  recruit  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  his  age.     (12  Stat.  L.,  339.) 

It  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  record  above  quoted,  showing  the  age 
of  the  claimant  to  be  18  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment,  was  founded 
upon  the  oath  of  enlistment,  and  is  therefore  binding  upon  him.  The 
case  of  Jasper  M.  Stine,  upon  which  he  relies,  has  no  relevancy  here, 
since  Stine  enlisted  in  1861,  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1SHl\ 
whereas  the  claimant  enlisted  after  the  passage  of  said  act.  It  is  not 
improper  to  note  in  this  connection  that  it  was  only  necessary  for  Stine 
to  have  shown  that  he  was  under  the  age  of  18  at  the  time  of  his  lir>t 
enlistment,  in  18G1,  since  that  was  the  minimum  age  of  enlistment  from 
March  16,  lSi)2,  to  July  4,  1S64.  See  sections  1116, 1117, 1118,  Reused 
Statutes,  and  act  of  July  4,  186-1,  section  5  (Stat.  L.,  38(»).  See  also 
section  17,  act  of  March  3,  1865  (13  Stat.  L.,  48S)). 

Action  affirmed. 


dksellted  wifk-act  march  3,  1899-division  of  pensiox-xotice 

of  apfk^vl. 

Emily  Ellis  v.  Leroy  Ellis. 

In  cahfes  of  contest  over  the  division  of  pent^ion  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899.  the 
appelh^i  it:  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  <'opy  thereof  and  reai»ouaW^ 
time  in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action 
ap]>eale<l  from. 

A'ssitittinf  Strrtitiinj  F,  Z.  QimphtU  to  tlw  Comtninfiiofur  (ff  Pchj^i^^'*^^ 

Fibnid?^  2.K  1901. 
Leroy  Ellis,  late  private  Company  B,  Eleventh  Michigan  Infantry, 
appealed  July  30,  llKMJ,  from  the  Bureau  9^l\Qj\  .pfJ^I^OJU  ^'^^'^ 
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allowing  the  deserted  wife's  claim  of  Emily  P^llis,  filed  November  11, 
18J^9,  and  awarding  her  one-half  of  his  pension  (Certificate  No.  500352), 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1899. 

The  papers  in  the  case  show  that  issue  was  joined  between  the  par- 
ties January  22,  1900,  at  which  date  the  soldier  filed  an  answer  to  his 
wife's  application,  in  which  he  denied  desertion,  and  also  denied  that 
his  said  wife  was  a  woman  of  good  moral  character.  Upon  the  issue 
thus  fmmed,  considerable  testimony  was  filed  by  both  parties,  where- 
upon your  Bureau  on  August  9,  1900,  ordered  a  special  examina- 
tion to  — 

take  such  testimony  as  will  settle  beyond  question  whether  claimant  is  a  woman  of 
gotx.l  character. 

An  examination  was  had,  and  the  testimon}*^  of  the  soldier  was  taken. 
It  doej^  not  appear  that  the  wife  had  any  notice  of  this  special  exami- 
nation, and  her  testimony  was  not  taken,  although  recommended  by 
the  special  examiner. 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  appellee  has  been  notified  of  this 
appeal,  and  she  has  filed  no  answer  to  the  appeal  or  in  any  manner 
indicated  that  she  has  any  knowledge  thereof. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  in  cases  of  contest  over  the  division 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  the  appellee  is  entitled  to 
notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  thereof  and  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  tile  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action  appealed 
from,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  such  notice  to  the  appellee  the  appeal 
should  not  be  passed  upon  by  this  Department. 

Asa  there  is  no  rule  of  practice  applicable  to  this  class  of  cases  requir- 
ing service  of  notice  by  the  appellant,  this  appeal  will  not  be  dismissed, 
but  the  papers  are  returned  to  your  Bureau  with  the  order  that  Leroy 
Ellis,appellant,  shall  within  30  days  from  the  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this 
decision  cause  to  be  served  on  Emily  Ellis,  appellee,  or  her  duly  author- 
ized attorney,  a  copy  of  his  appeal  in  this  case,  and  tile  in  the  Bureau 
due  proof  of  said  service;  that  within  30  days  after  receipt  of  said 
copy  of  appeal  said  appellee  may,  either  in  person  or  by  her  attornej'^, 
tile  in  the  Bureau  a  brief  or  argument  in  answer  to  the  contention  of 
the  appellant,  or  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action  appealed  from,  where- 
upon the  papers  shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  this  Department 
for  decision  of  said  appeal. 

p.  D. — ^VOL.  11 19 
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l>ISM>YAL.TY-l>rUESH-LINE     OF    DUTY— SEC a'lOX     I71«,     KEVISED 

STATUTES. 

Lorenzo  Pruett. 

A  j)risont'r  of  war  who,  whilt*  under  actual  duress  and  in  well-grounded  fear  of  hu-' 
life,  is  forowl  by  his  captors  to  engage  in  mounting  field  guns  and  buiMing 
fortilications  for  the  use  of  nuch  captors  in  active  hostile  operations,  and  is  dLr 
ableil  while  so  engaged,  without  any  free  will  on  his  part  in  such  disloyal  j>ar- 
ticij)ation,  is  j)ensionable  on  ac(H>unt  of  such  disability. 

Af<f<fi<ftint  Sicrctary  I^\  L,   Cuinphell  to  th^^  Coimit't»xitm*  t'  4ff  /VW///ix. 

March  SO,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Lorenzo  Pruett,  was  a  memb<*r,  from  March  17,  1n»>4, 
to  November  7,  ISt);'),  of  Company  C,  One  hundred  and  sixth  TnitcKl 
Stat(\s  Colored  Infantry,  and  is  now  pensioned.  Certificate  No.  533835. 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  iSi^O,  at  $12  per  month,  on  account  of  lo?is 
of  left  eye,  disease  of  ri^ht  eye,  and  left  ing'uinal  hernia. 

On  May  10,  ISSt),  he  tiled  a  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes  on 
account  of  said  hernia,  alleging  it  to  have  lxH»n  contracted  alK)ut  S(^p- 
temln^r,  18t)4,  while  working  on  siege  guns  at  Mobile,  Ala.  This 
claim  was  first  rejected  in  October,  1889,  on  the  ground  that — 

soldier  wat*  not  in  line  of  duty  when  the  alleged  injury  was  received.  It  \^  not 
aduiitti'd  that  a  Federal  pohlier  was  in  the  line  of  du*y  while  building  forts  an*! 
mounting  siege  guns  for  the  enemy,  even  if  he  wai<  a  prisoner  of  war, 

and  again  in  February,  18JH>,  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground 
*^that  the  soldier  was  not  in  line  of  duty  when  the  alleged  rupture  of 
left  side  was  incurred,  nor  in  the  C^nited  States  service,"  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  rendering  at  that  time  the  following  written  decision 
in  proceedings  taken  with  a  view  to  deteniiine  whether  the  claimant's 
present  pension  should  be  withdrawal  on  the  ground  of  disloyalty,  and 
whether  the  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes  should  be  reopened: 

From  the  foregoing  statement  (made  by  the  chief  of  the  boanl  of  review  as  to  the 
facts  in  the  easi^),  the  work  done  by  the  soldier  on  the  rebel  fortifications  was  not 
voluntary,  but  done  under  tluress.  The  thirty-day  notice  should  not  Ix?  given.  The 
soldier  sustained  rupture  or  hernia  while  engaged  in  this  work  on  the  relx?l  fortilioa- 
tions.  This  will  give  no  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law.  Although  he  was 
forced  to  do  the  work,  it  was  not  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  nor  in  the  service  of  the 
United  .States.  While  he  will  lose  no  rights  by  it,  he  can  gain  no  credit  on  a^-coimt 
of  it.  *    • 

On  N()vemb<jr  9,  ISIKS,  the  claimant,  through  his  attorneys,  appealed, 
contending  that  the  alh^ged  hernia  should  be  held  to  have  been  con- 
tracted in  line  of  duty  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  the  soldier 
being  at  the  time  a  pi'isoner  of  war  and  actually  forced,  by  physical 
violence,  to  perform  the  arduous  labor  which  occasioned  his  rupture. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  fail  to  show  existence  of  hernia 
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at  any  time  during  service.  They  show,  however,  the  claimant's 
capture  September  24, 1864,  his  return  ''to  dut}^  from  prisoner  of  war 
June  15, 1865,"  his  presence  for  duty  from  date  of  return  to  discharge, 
and  muster  out  with  his  company;  also  that  he  was  allowed  commuta- 
tion of  rations  from  September  24,  1864,  to  April  15,  1865.  Regi- 
mental hospital  records  are  not  on  file;  and  there  are  no  hospital 
records  of  Mobile,  Ala.,  where  he  alleges  he  received  hospital  treat- 
ment. 

In  an  affidavit  filed  January  7,  1889,  claimant  states  the  date  of 
incurrence  of  his  rupture  given  in  his  original  declaration  is  erroneous, 
the  proper  date  being  about  February  10,  1865. 

He  gives  the  following  account  of  the  manner  of  incurrence: 

While  a  prisoner  of  war  in  Mobile,  Ala.,  in  the  fall  of  1864,  it  was  the  law  of  the 
prison  authorities  that  the  prisoners  should  go  out  and  work  on  the  prison  forts,  and 
in  case  they  refused  to  work  they  were  stripped  and  whipped  until  they  would  go  to 
save  their  lives;  and  at  the  very  time  I  got  ruptured  I  was  forced  by  them  to  go  on 
the  works  and  I  was  stooping  down  holding  the  siege  gun  timbers  when  one  of  the 
guards  struck  me  such  a  blow  with  a  wood  strap  that  I  endeavored  so  hard  to  lift 
the  timber  that  it  brought  on  the  rupture,  and  I  was  then  comj)elled  to  go  to  the 
doctor  for  help  and  he  got  the  rupture  back  and  put  a  truss  on  me,  and  from  that 
day  to  the  present  time  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  a  hard  day's  work. 

In  support  of  these  allegations  there  are  filed  the  affidavits  of  two 
comi*ades  who  were  prisoners  with  claimant,  and  were  with  him  at  the 
time  of  incurrence,  they  say,  one  of  them  helping  him  to  the  surgeon's 
at  that  time.  Neither,  however,  narrates  the  particulars  of  incurrence, 
or  makes  any  mention  of  special  force  being  used  at  the  time  to  make 
the  claimant  do  this  particular  work,  as  he  alleges.  But  while  in 
prison  they  were  compelled,  they  say,  to  work  on  the  fortifications; 
and  one  adds  that  in  case  any  refused  to  work,  or  did  not  work  hard 
enough,  such  were  whipped  and  beaten. 

The  captain  of  the  company  states  that  he  knows  the  soldier  was  "of 
sound  physical  health  "  prior  to  his  capture,  and  was  broken  down  and 
disabled  on  his  return;  that  he  was  one  of  only  eight,  out  of  107,  who 
escaped  the  general  massac*re  at  Athens,  by  being  taken  prisoners; 
that  they  were  separated  in  a  da}^  or  two,  and  when  claimant  reported 
to  him  after  exchange  he  complained  of  a  hernia  ''which  he  said  had 
been  brought  upon  him  by  wheeling  heavy  loads  of  dirt  at  Mobile;" 
that  soon  after  this  he,  said  captain,  was  assigned  to  staff  dut}"  and  saw 
no  more  of  claimant  until  discharge. 

This  evidence  would  tend  to  show  that  the  claimant's  hernia  was 
incurred  as  he  alleges,  while  he  was  a  prisoner  of  war  and  under 
inmiediate  physical  duress.  The  testimon}'  of  the  captain  as  to  claim- 
ant's statement,  on  return  from  the  prison,  of  the  manner  of  incur- 
rence differs  somewhat  from  that  of  claimant  and  of  his  other  witnesses 
as  to  incurrence;  but  notwithstanding  this  slight  conflict,  it  appears  to 
be  at  least  prima  facie  established  that  this  hernia  was  incurred  while 
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claimant  was,  under  direct  compulsion,  performing  labor  on  the  re)>el 
fortifications. 

Can  a  disability  which  is  thus  incurred  be  considered  as  having  lieen 
incurred  in  line  of  duty  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  and  [fu- 
sion on  account  thereof  be  allowed  accordingly'? 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  a  disability  so  incurred  may  be  thus 
considered  and  such  pension  allowed. 

It  is  manifest  that,  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  held  in  1.>h6, 
the  work  on  the  rebel  fortifications  stated  to  have  been  done  by  thi* 
claimant  was  not  a  voluntary  aiding  and  al>etting  of  the  rebellion,  and 
could  not  operate  to  debar  him,  under  section  4716  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  from  his  present  pension. 

That  he  was  then  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  how- 
ever, is  unquestionable,  although  the  "ser\ice"  or  work  in  which  he 
was  at  this  time  employed  was  not  that  of  the  United  States.  The 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  his  decision  of  1896  has  evidently  used 
the  phrase  in  the  latter  sense  only. 

This  claimant  being  then  an  enlisted  and  undischarged  soldier  of  the 
United  States  Army,  he  was  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  for 
pensionable  purposes,  and  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  show  only  that 
the  alleged  disability  was  incurred  while  he  was  in  line  of  duty  as  a 
soldier. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  he  was  in  line  of  duty  when  captured.  He 
was  taken  prisoner,  it  appears,  during  a  severe  engagement  in  which 
only  seven  others,  out  of  a  company  of  107,  thus  escaped  death,  9i> 
being  killed  and  8  taken  prisoners. 

It  has  uniformly  been  held  that  a  soldier  i.s  in  line  of  duty,  for  pension- 
able purposes,  during  his  confinement  as  a  prisoner  of  war,  if  he  was 
in  the  line  of  duty  at  the  time  he  was  captured,  and  that  he  is  pension- 
able on  account  of  any  disability  incurred  while  such  prisoner. 

It  is  unquestionable  that  a  soldier  who  contracts  a  disability  from 
scurvy,  for  instance,  because  of  improper  diet  furnished  him  while  he 
is  such  prisoner  of  war,  is  pensionable  on  account  of  such  disability; 
or,  if  he  should  refuse  to  consume  such  diet  and  it  was  forced  down 
his  throat,  or  he  was  beaten  so  as  to  injure  him  physically  H  seems 
equally  unquestionable  that  he  would  be  pensionable  on  account  of 
such  injuries  also.  Or  if  he  should  be  shot  while  attempting  to  escape 
from  such  imprisonment,  it  can  not  be  doubted  that  he,  or  his  widow 
in  case  of  his  death,  would  occupy  a  pensionable  status. 

The  distinction  between  these  plain  cases  and  the  case  of  this  claim- 
ant is  not  clear.  He  was,  it  appears,  actually  forced  by  physical 
violence  to  work  on  the  fortifications,  and,  when  there,  was  forced 
still  further,  by  actual  physical  violence,  to  exert  himself  to  the 
utmost  in  perfonning  the  work  required  of  him,  and  while  so  forced 
was  injured.     He  might,  it  is  true,  have  resisted,  but  resistance 
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meant  at  least  a  stripping  and  beating,  if  not  death;  and  he  doubtless 
knew  naught  else  to  do,  and  there  was,  probably,  from  his  statements 
at  least,  naught  else  for  him  in  prudence  to  do  than  to  perform  the 
labor  required  of  him.  That  he  performed  this  labor  inefficiently  or 
reluctantly  may  be  presumed  from  the  fact,  as  stated  by  him,  that  he 
was  actually  beaten  while  at  the  work,  in  order  to  force  greater  exer- 
tions from  him;  and  it  was  in  consequence,  directly  and  immediately, 
of  this  added  force  that  he  ruptured  himself. 

The  vital  question  herein  is  whether  the  duress  here  alleged  and 
testified  to  was  such  as  to  exempt  this  soldier  from  the  consequences 
of  his  highly  treasonable  act  of  mounting  siege  guns  and  building 
fortifications  for  use  against  the  United  States. 

Duress,  in  law,  in  order  to  constitute  a  defense  in  a  civil  action  need 
not  be  extreme;  but  as  a  criminal  defense  it  must,  probably,  be  such 
as  to  produce  a  fear  of  death  if  obedience  be  not  given,  and  must  be 
direct,  immediate,  and  impending  (10  Am.  and  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law,  pp. 
346-347). 

In  the  case  of  Respublica  i\  McCarty  (2  Dallas,  Pa.,  86)^  it  was  held 
that  enlisting  or  procuring  the  enlistment  of  another  in  the  service  of 
a  country  with  which  the  United  States  is  at  war  is  an  act  of  high 
treason  which  nothing  will  excuse  except  the  fear  of  death. 

And  in  United  States  v,  Haskell  (4  Wash.  C.  C,  402),  the  court  held 
that  fear,  to  excuse  a  person  participating  in  such  a  crime  as  mutiny 
on  a  ship,  must  be  fear  of  death — such  a  fear  as  a  man  of  ordinary 
coui-age  and  fortitude  might  yield  to. 

It  would  appear,  therefore,  that,  both  in  law  and  in  fairness  and  jus- 
tice, this  claimant  should  be  allowed  his  defense  of  duress,  and  held  to 
have  been  in  the  line  of  dut}"  when  he  incurred  his  hernia.  Certainly 
it  would  be  most  unfair  and  unjust  for  the  Government,  in  whose 
loyal  service  he  was  captured  by  the  enemy,  and  thereby,  without  his 
fault,  placed  in  the  position  where,  apparently,  he  must  perforce  either 
perform  this  labor  which  resulted  in  his  disability,  or  else  suffer  death, 
now  to  deny  him  pension  on  account  of  such  disability  upon  any  legal 
technicality.  His  active  lo3^alty  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  was  the  direct  cause  which  placed  him  under  the  dire  circum- 
stances by  which  he  became  thus  disabled,  without  any  fault  on  his 
part,  unless  it  be  considered  a  fault  that  he  submitted  at  all  to  the 
requirements  of  his  captors.  But  it  appears,  it  was  submission  either 
to  these  requirements  or  to  probable  death,  and  to  a  fruitless  death  at 
that,  of  no  avail  to  his  countr\^  in  its  peril. 

I  am  aware  that  to  hold  that  one  is  entitled  to  pension  on  account  of 
a  disability  which  is  thus  incurred  while  he  is  engaged  in  active  treason- 
able acts  directed  against  and  of  great  immediate  damage  and  injury  to 
his  country  and  fellow-countrymen  is  opening  the  door,  possibly,  to 
those  who  are  inclined  to  defraud,  and  that  the  granting  of  pensions 
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In  such  cases  ma}'  influence  others  similarly  situated  in  the  future  to 
accede  more  readily  than  they  otherwise  would  to  such  requirements 
b\'  their  captoi^s  to  engage  in  active  operations  against  their  own  coun- 
try when  they  consider  that  they  may  receive  a  pension  on  account  of 
any  disability  incurred  while  so  engaged,  and  notwithstanding  the 
treasonable  character  of  such  operations. 

But  it  is  not  intended  hereb}'  to  establish  any  general  rule  for  appli- 
cation to  all  such  cases.  Each  case  must  be  decided  upon  it?^  own 
facts — the  ne<essity  under  which  the  part}^  acted,  his  own  good  faith 
in  the  matter,  and  all  the  attendant  circunistances  of  the  case  showing 
that  the  duress  under  which  he  was  acting  was  absolute,  certain, 
unqualihed,  and  vital;  that  he  had  a  well-grounded  fear  for  his  life, 
and  that  his  own  life  was,  in  all  probability,  at  stake. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  this  claim  should  be  submitted 
for  thorough  special  examination  in  order  to  ascertain  fulh^  all  the 
relevant  facts  and  circumstances  in  this  claimant's  case,  the  witne.s?>5e.s 
to  be  interrogated  specially  and  particularly  as  to  the  actual  force  used 
upon  him  in  order  to  induce  him  to  engage  in  the  labor  whereby  he 
received  his  hernia,  and  in  view  of  the  conflicting  testimony  as  to  man- 
ner of  incurrence  of  said  hernia,  also  as  to  all  the  details  of  incurrence. 

You  will  readjudicate  the  claim  accordingly,  and  return  all  paprs. 
with  your  report,  upon  completion  of  such  readjudication,  for  the  tinal 
disposition  of  the  appeal. 


MARRIAGE— LEGITIMACY— SLAVES— LuVWS  OF  TENNESSEE. 

Reuben  Burton  (father). 

The  evidence  in  this  esse  shows  that  this  appellant  married  the  mother  of  the  det^eased 
soldier  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  1844,  according  to  the  custom  of  slaves;  that 
the  deceased  soldier  was  born  of  said  marriage  in  1845,  and  was  always  known 
and  acknowledged  as  the  son  of  the  apjiellant;  that  the  appellant  and  the 
mother  of  soldier  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were 
universally  so  known  and  recognized  from  the  date  of  their  slave  marriage  until 
the  death  of  the  latter  in  1872;  that  they  were  so  living  together  in  the  State  of 
Tenne^•see  on  May  26,  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  of  said  State  making  said  mar- 
riage legal  and  valid  for  all  purposes,  and  legitimizing  all  the  issue  of  such 
marriage.  There  is  no  competent  or  sufficient  evidence  in  this  case  indicating 
that  the  api)ellant  was  not  the  father  of  the  deceased  soldier,  and  he  should  he 
accepted  a^  such  for  pensionable  purpot^es. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  C(H/q)hll  to  the  Comin!sHh7ier  f^f  Pnisinn>i^ 

March  30,  1901. 

Riieben  Burton  tiled  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on  August  14,  1^^*^  ^^ 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  dependent  father  of  George  Burton  (deceased), 
late  a  private  in  Company  C,  Forty-fourth  United  States  Volunteer 
Infantry,  alleging  the  death  of  said  soldier  in  line  of  dutv  in  hospital 
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during  his  inilitaiy  service  on  October  11,  1865,  unmarried,  and  leav- 
ing no  wife  or  child  him  surviving,  the  death  of  the  mother  of  said 
soldier  on  June  5,  1872,  and  his  present  condition  of  pensionable 
dependence. 

Said  application  for  dependent  father's  pension  was  rejected  on 
August  2, 19<X),  upon  the  ground  that  said  clahnant  was  not  the  natural 
father  of  the  deceased  soldier.  From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on 
February  25,  1901. 

The  oflicial  record  of  the  deceased  soldiers  military  service  shows 
that  he  enlisted  as  a  private  in  the  above-named  organization  on  ilarch 
22,  1864,  and  served  therein  until  October  11,  1865,  upon  which  date 
he  is  shown  by  the  record  to  have  died  in  hospital  at  Chattanooga, 
Tenn.  The  evidence  also  shows  that  the  soldier  was  never  married, 
and  left  no  wife  or  child  him  surviving. 

It  is  also  clearly  established  that  this  appellant  and  the  mother  of 
the  soldier  were,  prior  to  the  year  1844,  slaves  of  different  masters 
residing  on  adjoining  plantations  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  that 
in  that  year  thej^  were  duly  married  according  to  the  custom  of  slaves 
prevailing  in  that  State,  with  the  consent  and  approval  of  their  respec- 
tive owners,  and  by  a  colored  minister  of  the  gospel.  The  evidence 
shows  that  very  shortly  after  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  the 
mother  of  the  soldier  he  was  bought  by  the  owner  of  his  wife,  whose 
name  was  Burton,  and  thereafter  he  resided  on  the  same  plantation 
with  his  wife,  and  occupied  a  cabin  with  her  and  raised  a  family  of 
children,  and  that  he  then  adopted  the  name  of  his  new  master,  and  has 
ever  since  been  known  b}'  the  name  of  Reuben  Burton.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  appellant  and  the  mpther  of  the  deceased  soldier  con- 
tinued to  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  and  after  the  date  of 
their  aforesaid  slave  marriage  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  latter, 
which  occurred  in  the  State  of  Illinois  in  June,  1872,  and  that  during 
all  this  period  they  were  universally  known,  acknowledged,  and  recog- 
nized as  husband  and  wife  without  question.  It  furthermore  ai)pears 
that  they  were  so  living  and  cohabiting  together  as  husband  and  wife 
in  the  State  of  Tennessee  on  May  26,  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature  of  that  State  legalizing  and  validating  for  all  purposivs  the 
slave  marriages  of  all  colored  persons  in  that  Sttite  who  were  living 
together  as  husband  and  wife  on  that  date,  and  declaring  legitimate  all 
the  issue  of  such  slave  marriages.  Furthermore,  these  partitas  are 
shown  to  have  lived  and  cohabited  together,  and  to  have  r(HM)o'nized 
and  acknowledged  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  after  th(Mr  (Muanici- 
pation  from  slavery  subsequent  to  the  civil  war,  up  to  the  death  of  the 
mother  of  the  soldier  in  1872. 

A  marriage  l)etween  slaves,  which  has  lx*en  ratified  afteT  the  ])artics  wne  eihaiici- 
pate<l,  becomes  a  valid  marriage  in  Tennessee,  and  is  followed  by  ail  the  Icixal  eon- 
sequences  resulting  from  the  marriajre  of  white  persons.  (Si-e  cast^^f  Miirgjiret 
GiUjcrt  (8  P.  D.,  249) ,  and  authorities  therein  eited. )  Digitized  by  LjOOglC 
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It  is  clear  that  )>oth  by  the  statutes  and  b}-  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  the  slave  marriage  of  this  appellant 
and  the  mother  of  the  deceased  soldier  became  and  was  a  perfectly 
valid  and  legal  marriage,  **  followed  by  all  the  legal  consequences 
resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons,'"  and  the  issue  of  said 
marriage  were  the  legitimate  children  of  said  parties.  It  follows 
therefore,  that  no  ground  exists,  under  the  undisputed  facts  of  this 
cavse,  for  refusing  to  accept  the  appellant  as  the  pensionable  parent  of 
the  deceased  soldier  because  of  the  nature  or  character  of  the  matri- 
monial relation  that  had  existed  between  him  and  the  mother  of  the 
soldier,  or  because  of  any  invalidity  or  illegality  of  said  marriage. 

The  exact  date  of  the  birth  of  the  deceased  soldier  does  not  appear 
from  the  evidence,  but  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony  of  white  witnesse> 
of  undoubted  respectability  and  credibility — members  of  the  Burton 
family,  who  were  raised  on  the  same  plantation  with  the  soldier  and 
knew  him  all  his  life,  and  others,  near  neighbors  and  relatives  of  the 
Burtons — that  he  was  born  some  time  in  the  year  1845,  about  a  year 
after  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  and  his  mother,  and  after  the 
appellant  had  been  Ijought  by  Burton  and  was  living  with  the  soldiers 
mother  as  his  wife  on  the  same  plantation.  Theise  same  \\'itnesses 
testify  that  the  soldier  was  raised  in  the  family  of  the  appellant  as  his 
son,  went  by  his  name,  and  was  universally  known,  acknowledged, 
and  recognized  on  the  plantation  as  the  sou  of  the  appellant,  and  that 
the  appellant  never  repudiated  or  denied  the  paternity  of  the  soldier. 

The  only  basis  whatever  in  the  testimony  for  the  holding  by  which 
this  case  was  rejected  consists  of  an  exceedingly  indefinite  and  incon- 
clusive statement  by  two  of  the  witnesses,  one  white  and  one  colored, 
that  there  was  some  suspicion  and  talk  among  the  negroes  on  the 
plantation  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  soldier,  and  some  dissatis- 
faction on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  the 
soldier  was  darker  in  color  than  either  the  appellant  or  his  mother, 
which  gave  rise  to  an  idle  rumor  that  the  appellant  was  not  his  father, 
but  both  of  these  witnesses  state  emphatically  that  they  never  heai"d 
or  knew  of  the  appellant  disclaiming  or  denying  the  paternity  of  the 
soldier  at  any  time,  and  they  and  all  the  other  witnesses  testify  that 
the  appellant  always  treated  the  soldier  as  a  son,  exercised  the  author- 
ity of  a  father  over  him,  permitted  the  soldier  to  call  him  father,  and 
in  all  respects  acknowledged  and  treated  him  as  he  did  his  other 
children. 

There  is  no  strongei*  presumption  known  to  the  law  than  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  born  in  lawful  wedlock,  nor  any 
that  retjuires  stronger  or  more  conclusive  evidence  to  rebut  it.  It  is 
true  that  in  this  case  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  soldier  his  i)arents 
were  slaves  and  their  union  was  that  of  a  slave  marriage,  but  in  the 
State  of  Tennessee  a  marriage  })etween  slaves,  celebrated  according  to 


DECISIONS    BELATING    TO   PENSIONS  297 

custom  and  with  the  consent  of  their  respective  owners,  nas  alwa^'S 
l>een  held  a  valid  marriage,  but  not  followed  by  all  the  legal  conse- 
quences resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons  (Margaret 
Gilbert,  supra).  Here  such  a  marriage  was,  by  statute,  fully  and  com- 
pletely legalized  and  validated  for  all  purposes,  and  the  legal  presump- 
tion of  the  legitimac}'  of  the  soldier  and  the  paternity  of  the  appellant 
is  just  as  strong  and  just  as  difficult  to  rebut  in  this  instance  as  though 
the  parents  of  the  soldier  had  been  free  white  persons,  duly  married 
by  ceremony  and  license  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
law  of  Tennessee. 

Even  if  it  had  been  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  appellant  had 
continuously  and  persistently  denied  the  paternity  of  the  soldier,  such 
denial  could  not  be  alone  accepted  as  sufficient  to  rebut  and  overcome 
the  presumption  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  soldier,  and  when,  as  is  found 
to  he  the  case  in  this  instance,  there  is  no  testimony  worthy  of  the 
name  of  evidence  indicating  that  the  appellant  was  not  the  father  of 
the  soldier,  there  is  no  valid  reason  whatever  for  refusing  to  accept 
him  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes  or  that  can  be  urged  in  justifica- 
tion or  support  of  the  ground  upon  which  this  claim  for  pension  stands 
rejected. 

The  rejection  of  said  application  for  a  dependent  father's  pension 
u|X)n  the  ground  stated  is  therefore  hereby  reversed  and  set  aside  and 
you  are  directed  to  cause  said  claim  to  be  reopened  and  readjudicated 
on  its  merits,  accepting  the  appellant  as  the  father  of  the  deceased 
soldier  for  pensionable  purposes. 


dependence— laws  of  michigan— husband  and  wife. 
Thomas  Garner  (father). 

The  appellant  obtains  a  comfortable  support  from  a  farm  on  which  he  resides  with 

hia  wife  and  son,  the  title  to  said  farm  beinjf  in  the  wife. 
Hddj  AVhile  section  6295,  Statutes  of  Michigan,  allows  the  wife  to  hold  and  convey 

property  free  from  interference  and  joinder  by  her  husband,  yet  the  said  statutes 

<lo  not  deprive  the  husband  of  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  a 

right  belonging  to  him  under  the  common  law. 

A^isiHtard  Secretary  F,  L,  Cdm.phell  to  the   Coimntssioner  of  Pensyms^ 

April  12,  1901, 

Thomas,  as  dependent  father  of  Phineas  D.  Garner,  formerly  a  pri- 
vate in  C!ompany  H,  First  Michigan  Volunteer  Light  Artillery,  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  general  law  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
was  dropi)ed  from  the  rolls  on  May  19,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  nonde- 
pendency.     An  appeal  from  said  action  was  filed  on  November  29, 1898. 

The  testimony  taken  at  the  special  examination  in  this  ca.Me  shows  that 
the  appellant  herein  became  a  pensioner  after  the  death  of  the  soldier's 
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mother.  The  api>t»llaiit,  together  with  his  wife,  live  upon  a  farm  of 
120  acres,  in  a  good  farming  district  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  and 
the  said  farm  apjx?ai*s  to  be  managed  largely,  that  is  so  far  a.s  the  prac- 
tical management  is  concerned,  by  a  son  of  appellant  and  his  present 
wife.  The  title*  to  this  fann  is  in  the  appellant's  wife,  and  has  been  for 
the  last  tw^enty  years.  It  is  claimed  that  the  wife  purchased  it  with 
her  own  money,  but  said  title  had  pre\nously  been  in  appellant.  The 
family  live  upon  this  farm,  and  although  there  has  been  an  attempt 
made  to  show  that  the  son  rents  it  for  two-thirds  of  the  product,  yet 
the  wife  admits  that  there  is  no  writing  regarding  this  matter,  and  it  is 
apparent  that  the  three  persons  mutually  enjoy  the  profits.  The  appel- 
lant has  but  little  personal  property,  probabl}-  not  over  $300  all  told. 
and  it  is  claimed  that  inasmuch  as  the  wife  has  the  title  to  the  fann, 
and  is  not  legally  bound  to  support  her  husband,  the  appellant  is  within 
the  terms  of  the  statute. 

There  is  some  little  evidence  which  tends  to  show  that  the  title  to  this 
farm  was  put  in  the  name  of  the  wife  for  ulterior  purposes.  Whether 
this  is  true  or  not  is  of  but  little  matter.  The  act  of  Feburay  13, 
1855,  pa«ised  by  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Michigan,  gives  the 
wife  the  right  to  hold  property  and  to  convey  said  property  free  from 
interference  or  joinder  by  her  husband  (section  6295,  How.,  An.  Stat. 
of  Mich.).  There  is  nothing,  however,  in  the  statutes  of  Michigan 
which  deprives  the  husljand  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  use  of  said  real 
estate  or  of  the  right  to  live  thereupon  and  obtain  his  maintenance 
therefrom  the  same  as  he  might  under  the  common  law.  He  can  not 
interfere  with  his  wife's  disposal  of  her  real  estate;  but  so  long  as  the 
wife  of  this  appellant  makes  her  home  upon  this  farm,  by  reason  of 
her  title  thereto,  just  so  long  has  this  appellant  the  right  to  live  upon 
the  same  piece  of  property,  enjoy  its  use,  and  obtain  his  maintenance 
therefrom. 

It  is  contended  in  the  appeal  that  the  property  is  not  productive 
enough  to  render  the  appellant  and  his  wife  a  support;  such  a  conten- 
tion, however,  is  not  true  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  con- 
cerned, and  the  appellant  admits  that  if  he  has  been  in  need  of  a 
comfortable  living  he  has  not  known  it. 

It  is  true  that  the  wife  is  not,  in  a  technical  sense,  bound  to  con- 
tribute to  the  support  of  her  husband..  Nevertheless,  if  the  wife  has 
not  alienated  her  estate,  but  lives  thereon  and  obtains  her  support  there- 
from, her  husband  has  the  common  law  right  to  also  live  upon  sjiid 
real  estate  and  o})tain  his  support  therefrom.  (Snyder  t\  People,  2H 
Mich.,  108.) 

It  ha\nng  been  shown  that  this  appellant  is  not  without  means  of 
support  other  than  his  own  labor  or  the  contributions  of  others  not 
legally  bound  for  such  support,  he  is  not  vithiu  the  statute. 

Action  affirmed. 
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rer^vting— rate— disability— evidence. 
Alonzo  C.  Veale  (widow  completing). 

Title  to  rerating  becomes  clear  only  when  it  appears  manifest  from  the  evidence  in 
the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or  fact, 
biit  adjudications  long  since  made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly  using 
their  discretionary  judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be  dinturbed 
for  light  and  transient  causes;  and  in  this  case,  thirty  years  having  elaspe<i  since 
first  allowance  of  pension,  and  increase  under  many  examinations,  the  raten  fixed 
w^ill  not  be  disturbed. 

j4.ssi'<ta7}t  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cammlss^io^ier  of  Peni<kms^ 

Ajyt^l  12,  1901. 

Alonzo  C.  Veale,  late  private,  Company  D,  Sixty-second  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration  for  rerating  his  pension  under 
the  general  law  December  3,  1896,  alleging  that  the  ratings  granted 
him  from  the  first  allowance  to  the  last  were  not  commensurate  with 
the  degree  of  disability  from  pensioned  causes.  This  claim  was 
rejected  October  1,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  apparent 
injustice  in  former  ratings. 

November  30,  1898,  the  claimant,  by  his  attorney,  filed  an  appeal 
from  the  above  action  of  rejection,  alleging  as  grounds  therefor  that 
an  injustice  had  been  done  the  claimant  in  the  ratings  that  had  been 
given  him.  In  the  appeal  the  attorney  complains  that  an  increase 
claim  filed  October  7,  1898,  was  rejected  by  letter  to  him  under  date 
of  October  12,  1898,  without  examination.  It  is  true  a  letter  from  the 
Bureau  was  written  the  attorne}^  on  the  date  named,  stating  that  the 
increase  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  of  $17  was  com- 
mensurate, etc.  This  was  clearly  an  inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the 
Bureau,  because  the  increavse  claim  filed  as  aforesaid  has  never  been 
adjudicated,  and  no  judgment  has  been  rendered  thereon.  It  was 
pending  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  soldier,  and  when  the  Bureau 
ordered  an  examination  thereunder  the  order  was  received  by  the 
board  of  surgeons  after  the  decease  aforesaid. 

Therefore  this  appeal  raises  the  question  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
i-atings  given  the  soldier  to  his  degree  of  disability  from  pensioned 
causes  since  his  first  allowance,  February'  19,  1866. 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  at  ^2  per  month  from  February  19,  1S66, 
for  headache,  result  of  sunstroke;  a  reissue  was  granted  to  include 
chronic  diarrhea  and  resulting  a ntemia  at  §4  from  February  19,  1866; 
^0  from  September  5,  1883;  increased  to  J^8  from  November  28,  1887; 
reissue  to  include  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart  and  dis- 
ase  of  mouth,  result  of  scurvy,  at  §16,  from  January  23,  1889,  and 
$17  from  October  4,  1896. 

It  will  be  obsen^ed  that  the  attorney  in  his  appeal  declared  that 
claimant  (soldier)  was  entitled  to  the  grade  rate  of  $24  and  a  propor- 
tionate increase  of  all  ratinirs  triven. 
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Thirty  years  after  the  first  allowance  of  pension  comes  this  appel- 
lant asking  for  a  disturlmnce  of  ratings  made  during  the  whole  of  that 
period  and  under  many  examinations.  Under  the  decisions  of  the 
Department  his  title  to  siich  rerating  becomes  clear  when  it  appear;? 
manifest  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or  fact,  but  adjudications  long  since 
made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly  using  their  discretionary 
judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be  disturbed  for  light 
and  transient  causes.  Andrew  Stranahan  (5  P.  D.,  199);  Jackson  Mar- 
tin (7  P.  D.,  265);  Harrison  H.  Mason  (4  P.  D.,  244). 

It  must  appear  from  the  face  of  the  medical  certificates,  made  at  the 
time,  that  the  ratings  given  were  manifestly  inadequate  to  the  degi^ 
of  disability  objectively  shown  by  such  certificates  before  the  ratings 
thereunder  should  be  disturbed.  Affidavits  of  laymen,  and  even  of 
medical  men,  made  long  after  the  date  of  the  certificates  which  were 
the  foundation  of  the  ratings  given,  clearly  should  not  be  heard  in 
impeachment  of  them.  To  allow  this  would  l)e  to  transcend  all  those 
principles  of  evidence  which  experience  and  legal  acumen  have  dic- 
tated, and  place  the  uncei-tainties  and  treacheries  of  memory  on  a 
higher  plane  than  the  writen  records  of  sworn  officers. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  medical  certificates  in  this  case,  i*ead 
in  the  light  thrown  on  them  by  the  lay  and  medical  testimony  in  the 
record,  fails  to  show  any  injustice  to  the  legal  or  equitable  rights  of 
the  soldier. 

The  first  medical  certificate  in  1881  discloses  no  apparent  disability 
above  one-fourth,  or  a  5^2  rate;  the  second,  in  1883,  gave  him  one-half 
total  disability,  or  $6;  that  of  1885  objectively  shows  no  disability 
except  anaemia;  that  of  1887  gives  a  $6  rate  from  all  causes,  and  the 
objective  conditions  disclosed  do  not  seem  to  warrant  that  rating;  in 
the  fall  of  1887  another  board  finds  a  $12  rating  with  but  few  described 
objective  conditions;  in  1889  the  board  gives  a  $12  i^ating  from  all 
caus(».s;  in  1891  a  board  finds  but  an  $8  rating  from  pensioned  disa- 
bilities after  an  apparently  most  thorough  examination;  the  examina- 
tion of  1894  does  not  disclose  objective  conditions  that  seem  to  war- 
rant a  rate  higher  than  was  granted;  the  last  examination,  in  IS\K 
apparently  ordered  as  a  result  of  the  claim  for  rerating,  does  not  show 
disability  in  excess  of  a  $17  rate  from  pensioned  causes. 

The  above  is,  in  brief,  the  record  evidence  in  the  case  aside  from  a 
large  number  of  aflidavits  filed  at  different  dates.  There  is  certainly 
nothing  appearing  on  the  face  of  these  certificates  that  indicate  in  any 
degree  that  the  Bureau  acted  under  a  mistake  of  law  or  fact.  It  acted 
within  the  scope  of  its  authority  and  seems  to  have  exercised  wisely 
and  fairly  the  discretion  vested  in  it,  and  under  the  law  and  decisions 
of  the  Department  the  action  appealed  from  should  be,  and  is  hereby, 
affirmed. 
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evidence— i>katii  cause— attending  physician. 

Margaret  Lalone  (widow). 

It  i.s  contendwi  in  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  departmental  decij»ion  of 
August  11.  1900,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the  rules  lai<l  down  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  and  in  the  case  of  Minnie  Shuttleworth 
(3  P.  D.,50),  respectively,  should  f?ovem  in  this  caye. 

Held:  That  in  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited — to  the  effect  that  the  medical 
referee's  opinion  must  "have  some  evidence  to  supiK>rt  it,  and  some  facts  proven 
upon  which  to  base  it,'*  before  it  can  be  accepted  in  preference  to  "the  diagnosis 
made  and  the  opinion  expressed  "  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his 
last  illness  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter' s  death — it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  Department  to  place  any  restrictions  upon  the  official  acts  of  the  medical 
officers  of  the  Bureau  which  should  not  equally  apply  to  the  medical  evidence 
filed  in  such  cases,  and  that  inasnmch  as  no  other  good  or  sufficient  reason  is 
shown  why  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises  should  be  receded  from 
the  pending  motion  in  the  case  is  overruled. 

AnsiMant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Coinviissioner  of  PeiisionSy 

April  9,  1901. 

On  September  28,  1900,  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  August  11, 1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the 
general  law  of  Margaret,  widow  of  Joseph  Lalone,  formerly  a  private 
in  Company  A,  First  Wisconsin  Heavy  Artillery,  which  decision 
affirmed  the  rejection  of  said  claim  by  the  Bureau,  was  filed  at  this 
Department  by  the  attorneys  for  the  claimant. 

As  was  stated  in  such  departmental  decision,  the  rejection  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  widow's  said  claim  was  affirmed  on  the  ground  that — 

The  soldier's  death  from  ureemia,  consecutive  upon  hypertrophy  of  the  prostate 
gland  and  resulting  cystitis — from  retention  of  urine — can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to 
malarial  fever  of  record,  or  as  otherwise  due  to  the  military  ^^€rvice. 

The  pending  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  the  said  decision  is 
based  on  the  ground  of  the  following  alleged  '' specific  errors:" 

1.  Error  in  the  premises  set  up  in  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee,  on  which 
opinion  the  rejection  of  this  claim  is  based,  and  resulting  error  in  the  deduction 
drawn  from  such  premises. 

2.  Error  of  fact  in  holding  that  the  partial  paralysis  of  the  abdominal  muscles,  from 
which  the  record  shows  soldier  to  have  suffered,  was  not  a  factor  in  the  fatal  result. 

3.  Error  of  law  in  the  rejection  of  said  claim. 

Accompanying  the  said  motion,  and  in  support  thereof,  is  a  brief  of 
the  attorneys  for  the  appellant,  wherein  the  material  points  presented 
for  consideration  in  the  premises  are  quite  fully  set  forth,  and  in  which 
it  is  argued  that  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of 
Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92)  that— 

The  diagnosis  made  and  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  surgeons  who  attended  and 
treated  the  soldier  in  his  last  illness  are  accepted  in  preference  to  the  theory  of  tho 
medical  referee  as  conclusive  evidence  showing  the  cause  of  the  soldier's  death — 
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the  appellant's  said  claim  should  be  allowed  upon  the  testimony  of  the 
medical  attendant  of  her  late  husband  to  the  effect  that  owing  to  'Uhe 
pamlyzed  condition  of  the  abdominal  muscles'"  of  the  decedent  the 
function  of  micturition  was  interfered  with,  thereby  causing  retention 
of  urine,  with  resulting  c^'stitis,  followed  by  uremic  poison  and  death. 
This  argument  is,  apparently,  based  upon  the  theory  of  the  said  attor- 
neys that  the  said  alleged  '"paralyzed  condition''  of  the  soldier'^ 
abdominal  muscles  was  a  result  of  the  right  hemiplegia  for  which  he 
was  at  one  time  pensioned  under  the  general  law,  but  which  pension 
was  afterwards  made  to  terminate  liy  reason  of  certain  facts  having 
been  brought  to  light  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau,  showed 
that  the  soldier  had  erroneously  been  pensioned  for  said  paralysis  of 
right  side. 

It  is  also  argued  by  the  attorneys  for  the  appellant  that — 
*    ♦    ♦    under  the  practice  of  the  Department  it  has  been  rei)eate<^ll y  held  that  whtre 
the  cause  of  Hervice  origin  contributcH  in  any  degree  to  the  fatal  result,  the  wid«»w  <»f 
the  ^^oldier  is  entitled  to  a  pension; 

and  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Alma  Niedhammer  (8  P.  D.,  270) 
is  invoked  in  the  premises. 

*  *  *  As  to  the  soldier's  title  to  a  pension  for  paralysis  of  right  side  from 
malaria  for  which  he  was  granted  second  grade  rating  ($30  per  month)  it  mu^  !<• 
a<iniitted,  from  an  examiiiation  of  the  record  in  this  case,  in  connection  with  the  (kvi."^ 
ion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  rendered  November  30, 1896,  that  ass  the 
Government  pensioned  the  soldier  for  paralysis,  the  result  of  malaria,  contracted  in 
the  eervice,  and  then  alleged  that  such  i)aralysis  was  not  due  to  such  cause,  and 
endeavored  to  establish  the  contrary  and  failed  in  its  proof;  and  the  Supreme  Court 
having  held  that  it  had  ho  failed,  such  question  is  res  adjudicata.  This  Ijein? 
tnie,  *  *  ♦  it  ha\'ing  l)een  settled  that  the  soldier's  paralysis  was  the  result  of 
the  disease  contracted  by  him  during  his  military  service,  and  he  having  died  there- 
from, his  widow  was  tlearly  entitled  to  a  j)en8ion. 

Relative  to  the  aforesaid  argument  or  contention,  that  the  allowana* 
of  this  appellant's  claim  upon  the  testimony  of  the  medical  attendant 
of  the  soldier  during  the  letter's  fatal  illness  is  warranted  under  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.. 
92),  it  is  noted  that  although  the  said  physician  testified  that  the  soldier's 
''  abdominal  muscles  were  partially  paralyzed,''  he  also  said  that  he  wa.^ 
''  unable  to  state  "  whether  or  not  ""  there  was  any  connection  between 
the  paralysis  of  right  side  and  the  partial  paralysis  of  abdominal  mus- 
cles/' In  this  connection  it  is  deemed  proper  to  state  that  '*the 
muscles  of  the  trunk  are  very  slightly  affected  in  hemiplegia,  although 
in  the  early  stages  some  disturbance  may  lx»  noticed/'  (Dana.)  '*  This" 
savs  the  same  authority  - 

is  due  to  the  physiological  law  that  all  muscles  which  ai^t  synchronously  uj-^on  sym- 
metrical i)arts  are  innervate<l  by  each  side  of  the  brain.  Thus  the  respiratory  mus- 
cles of  the  chest  and  alxloinen  are  innervated  on  each  side  by  centers  in  each  half  of 
the  brain,  an<l  when  the  <H'nter  in  one  cerebral  hemisphere  is  destroyed  the  function 
is  assumed  by  the  center  on  the  other  side. 
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Osier  savs: 


Certain  muscles  escape  in  hemiplegia,  particularly  those  associated  in  symmetrical 
movements,  as  the  thoracic  and  aVxlominal  muscles. 

Noither,  as  a  rule,  are  the  sphincters — either  vesical  or  rectal — of  a 
heiniplegic  involved  in  any  way  in  the  pamh^sis. 

Furthermore,  when  either  of  the  said  sphincters  is  involved  in  a  case 
of  paralysis,  as  may  occur  in  paralysis  due  to  a  lesion  of  the  spinal 
cord,  there  is  incontinence  rather  than  retention  of  the  urine  or  of  the 
feces,  as  the  case  may  be. 

That  the  contraction  of  the  abdominal  muscles  does,  to  a  certain 
extent,  assist  in  the  expulsion  of  the  urine  from  the  bladder  can  not 
be  denied;  but,  as  shown  in  the  advisory  opinion  of  the  medical  ref- 
eree, dated  July  12,  1900,  upon  this  point,  the  action  of  the  said  nms- 
cles  is  mereh'  an  accessory  and  not  an  essential  feature  in  the  act  of 
micturition.  And,  as  tending  to  show  the  unimportant  part  played  by 
the  said  muscles  in  the  function  of  micturition,  it  is  safe  to  state  that 
the  tinn  contraction  of  the  same,  even  in  their  normal  state,  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  overcome  an  obstruction  at  the  neck  of  the  bladder 
caused  by  a  greatly  enlarged  prostate  with  retention  of  urine,  and  in 
which  event  it  would  become  necessary  to  use  a  catheter  or  other  arti- 
ficial means  to  empt}'  said  viscus. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  going  to 
.show  the  existence  at  any  time  of  any  form  of  paralysis  of  the  soldier's 
alxlominal  muscles,  except  the  mere  statement  of  his  attending  physi- 
cian that  there  was  a  "  partial  paralysis  "  of  these  nuiscles  prior  to  his 
death,  although  he  (the  affiant)  was  unable  to  state  whether  or  not  such 
condition  was  due  to  the  right  hemiplegia,  for  which  the  decedent  had 
been  at  one  time  pensioned  under  the  general  law. 

In  view  of  the  facts  above  set  forth  it  must  be  held  that  the  afore- 
said argument  of  the  attorneys  in  the  case  to  the  effect  that  the  rule 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92)  applies  equally 
to  the  case  at  bar,  is  whoU}'  untenable.  And,  for  the  same  reasons, 
the  argument  or  contention  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  cases  of 
Mary  A.  Cox  (3  P.  D.,  313),  and  Alma  Niedhammer  (8  P.  D.,276), 
and  in  analogous  cases,  should  govern  in  this  case,  is  equally  untenable. 

In  referring  to  the  aforesaid  advisory  opinion  of  the  medical  referee, 
in  the  premises,  the  attorneys  state  that — 

*    *     *     such  opinion  is  i)roperly  the  su])ject  of  analysis  and  full  consideration  of 
the  reasons  given  therein  for  the  conclusions  reached. 

And,  in  this  connection,  cite  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Minnie 
Shuttleworth  (3  P.D.,  50)  that— 

While  the  opinion  of  the  medical  referee  is  justly  entitled  to  great  weight  in 
determining  questions  of  a  medical  character  in  a  pension  claim,  sui?h  opinion  should 
have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  upon  which  to  base  it  Ijefore 
it  phoald  be  so  entitled  or  be  permitted  to  control. 
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As  in  the  rule  in  the  case  just  eited,  the  medical  referee's  opinion 
must  **have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  upon 
which  to  l)ase  it,"  before  it  can  l>e  allowed  to  control;  so,  also,  wassit 
the  int(»nt  of  the  Department  in  the  rule  pronmlgated  in  the  Brown 
case,  hereinbefore  cited,  and  in  analogous  cases,  that  certain  restric- 
tions and  requirements  were  to  te  put  upon  "the  diagnosis  made  and 
the  opinion  expressed"  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his 
last  illness  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter's  death,  and  that  such 
restrictions  and  requirements  were  to  be  cx>mplied  with  or  fulfilled 
before  such  diagnosis  and  opinion  would  be  accepted  as  conclusive 
evidence  as  to  said  death  cause. 

The  sufyerior  value  of  a  medical  diagnosis  and  opinion  that  is  Wed 
upon  actual  conditions  manifested  before  the  observer,  rather  than 
one  formulated  upon  theory  or  speculation  as  to  probabilities,  is  fully 
recognized  and  appreciated  by  this  Department;  but  to  hedge  around 
the  official  acts  of  the  medical  referee  with  a  *' Chinese  w^all"  on  the 
one  hand,  and  then  leave  the  gates  wide  open,  on  the  other  hand,  for 
the  admission,  and  acceptance  as  final,  of  the  arbitrary  and  unsup- 
ported professional  opinion  or  theory  advanced  l>y  the  attending  phy- 
sician of  a  soldier,  would  be  manifestly  inconsistent,  and  impi-oper  as 
well.  P]specially  is  this  true  when,  as  not  infrequently  happens,  the 
testimony  of  several  phj^sicians  is  filed  in  a  given  case,  and  it  is  di>- 
covered  that  no  two  of  them  describe  the  same  objective  conditions, 
diagnostii^ate  the  same  cause  of  disability,  or  express  the  same  opin- 
ion about  any  essential  feature  of  the  case;  and,  also,  that  at  times 
either  a  part  or  all  of  the  said  testimony  is  in  direct  conflict  with  well- 
established  laws  of  physiolog}'  and  pathology. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  argument  of  the  attorneys  upon  this 
point  was  predicated  upon  what  seemed  to  be — from  their  standpoint — 
valuable  medical  evidence,  and  in  line  with  the  rules  cited  by  them, 
notwithstanding  its  real  inherent  weakness  and  incompetency,  as 
herein  demouhtrated,  there  appeal's  to  have  been  more  or  less  justiti- 
cation  on  their  part  for  the  contentions  set  up,  the  error  of  which 
should  now  be  apparent. 

And  that  the  final  argument  of  the  aforesaid  attorneys  in  the  prem- 
ises to  be  considered  is  error,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  record  in  the 
case.  It  is  contended  in  the  pending  motion  for  reconsideration  of 
former  departmental  action  in  the  case  that  inasmuch  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  rendered  a  decision  on  November  30, 1S1>H, 
in  which  it  was  '*  settled  that  the  soldier's  paralysis  was  the  result  of 
disease  contracted  by  him  during  his  military  service,"  that  **'such 
question  is  res  adjudicata;''  and  it  is  then  contended  that  '"he  having 
died  therefrom  his  widow  is  entitled  to  a  pension." 

A  similar  contention  was  set  up  in  the  appeal  filed  February  8, 19lX), 
by  the  said  attorneys  in  the  case,  and  in  passing  upon  the  same  it  was 
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stated  in  former  departmental  decision,  of  which  a  copy  was  furnished 
the  appellant,  that — 

The  case  waa  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  in  a  deci- 
sion rendered  October,  1896,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  it  waa  held  that  the 
evidence  in  the  case  failed  to  sustain  the  contention  of  the  Government  that  fraud 
tad  been  committed.  The  court  did  not  decide  that  the  paralysis  was  a  result  of 
malaria  or  of  his  military  service,  although  it  is  contended  in  the  appeal  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  to  the  effect  that  the  paralysis  with  which  the 
soldier  suffered  was  due  to  his  military  service;  and  that  aii  opinion  from  such  high 
authority  should  control  the  Department  in  disposing  of  the  claim. 

The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  referred  to  was  delivered  Novem- 
ber 30,  1896,  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  at  the  October  term  of  said 
court,  in  consequence  of  an  appeal  taken  to  that  tribunal  by  the 
soldier  from  a  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Wisconsin,  in  a  suit  in  equity  brought  by  the 
United  States  to  recover  back  all  moneys  paid  the  defendant  in  said 
suit  upon  the  granting  of  his  application  for  a  pension  on  account  of 
right  hemiplegia,  alleged  to  have  been  of  service  origin,  which  deci- 
sion had  sustained  the  contention  of  the  Government  that  the  said 
pension  had  been  obtained  through  the  fraudulent  acts  and  represen- 
tations of  the  defendant. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  Government  sought  to  recover  the 
amount  paid  the  soldier  on  his  certificate  of  pension  was  that  the 
cause  of  disability  upon  which  he  had  been  granted  such  pension, 
namely,  paralysis  of  right  side,  was  due  to  and  resulted  from  an  acci- 
dent incurred  subsequent  to  the  date  of  his  discharge  from  the  Army; 
and,  therefore,  that  his  conceahnent  of  the  incurrence  of  such  accident 
and  its  results,  and  allegation  that  his  paralysis  of  right  side  was  due 
to  his  military  service  constituted  a  fraud. 

Inasmuch  as  the  said  suit  in  equity  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  United 
States,  the  injunction  prayed  for  b}^  the  Government  being  granted, 
and  the  soldier's  name  being  dropped  from  the  rolls,  he  took  his  afore- 
said appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court;  but  the  only  question  decided  by 
the  latter  tribunal  was  the  one  of  alleged  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  in  securing  a  pension  in  the  manner  stated,  which  question 
involved  the  alleged  right  of  the  Government  to  recover  the  amount 
theretofore  paid  the  pensioner,  but  did  not  affect  his  alleged  title  to  a 
pension. 

The  decision  of  the  lower  court  that  the  Government  did  have  such 
alleged  right  to  recover  all  moneys  paid  the  appellant  was  reversed 
by  the  higher  court  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  upon 
which  the  charge  of  fraud  was  based  was  not  sufficiently  "clear  and 
satisfactory."    And  it  was  held  that — 

A  mere  preponderance  of  evidence  which  %t  the  same  time  is  vague  and  ambiguous, 

is  not  suSOficient  to  warrant  a  finding  of  fraud,  and  will  not  sustain  a  judgment  based 

on  such  finding.  ^  I 
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It  is  true  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  relative  to  the  variously 
alleged  originating  causes  of  the  paralysis  for  which  the  soldier  had 
originally  been  granted  a  pension  was  discussed  at  some  length  in  the 
aforesaid  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  premises,  but  it  is  also 
true  that  the  said  court  did  not  undei-take  to  determine  whether  the 
said  paralysis  was  due  to  the  appellant's  militar\^  service,  as  he  claims, 
or  to  the  accident  which  he  is  shown  to  have  incurred  subsequent  to 
his  discharge  from  ^uch  service,  as  is  asserted  by  the  Bureau. 

The  following  and  concluding  paragraph  of  the  said  decision  shows 
this  fact  quite  clearly: 

It  may  \ye  Homewhat  doubtful  as  to  what  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the  paralvEis 
from  which  the  defendant  Huffere<l  and  from  which  he  i«  now  suffering  and  probably 
wall  sniffer  to  the  en(i.  That  he  is  almost  completely  helpless  and  has  been  all  these 
years  is  not  doubte<l.  The  trial  court,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  it,  only  wentao 
far  as  to  say  that  on  the  whole  that  it  was  satisfied  that  the  Government  had  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evident*e  that  the  pension  was  obtained  fraudulently  and  the  money 
paid  on  it  should  Ihj  recovered  back.  '  This  mere  preponderance,  as  we  have  seen, 
is  not  sufficient  in  such  a  case.  The  decree  of  the  Government  must,  therefore, 
be  reversed  and  the  ca«e  remanded  to  the  circuit  court  with  directions  to  dismisB 
the  bill. 

Furthemiore,  if  the  Supreme  Court  had  decided  that  the  evidence 
in  the  case  established  the  service  origin  of  the  said  paralysis,  it  would 
have  been  incumljent  upon  the  Bureau  to  have  restored  the  soldiers 
name  to  the  pension  rolls,  under  the  general  law,  for  such  cause  of 
disabilit}',  but  no  such  action  was  ever  taken,  and  the  aforesaid  action 
of  dropping  the  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  has  never  been  over- 
ruled, so  that,  as  the  case  now  stands,  there  is  no  legal  approval  for 
right  hemipl(*gia  as  of  service  origin.  Had  the  soldier's  name  been 
restored  to  the  rolls  under  the  geuei-al  law  for  said  cause  of  disability, 
it  would,  however,  have  been  of  benefit  only  to  the  pensioner  himself, 
and  would  serve  no  good  purpose  in  the  widow's  claim,  for,  as  above 
shown,  no  connection  whatever  between  the  said  paralysis  of  right 
side  and  the  ursemic  poisoning  which  caused  the  soldier's  death  could 
possibl}'  have  taken  place  in  the  manner  alleged. 

The  questions  raised  in  this  case  b}^  the  attorney  for  the  appellant 
have  been  thus  discussed  at  some  length  in  order  that  it  might  be 
made  apparent  to  all  concerned  that  the  contentions  set  up  were  not 
well  founded  in  fact  and  that  no  injustice  was  done  in  the  premises. 

For  the  reasons  herein  stated  former  departmental  decision  in  the 
case  is  hereby  adhered  to,  and  the  motion  for  the  reconsideration  and 
reversal  of  the  same  is  overruled. 
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PATHOLOGICAI^  SEQUENCE— CAUSE  OF  DISABILITY. 

George  W.  Mowery. 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  shows  the  condition  of  appellant's  eyes,  on 
account  of  which  he  claims  a  pension,  is  due  to  congenital  refractive  errors  and 
not  to  his  military  service,  and  that  the  rejection  of  his  claim  under  the  general 
law  was  therefore  correct. 

Action  affirmed. 

^8Stst<int  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Cimiimmioner  of  Pensions^ 

April  IS,  1901. 

This  appellant,  George  W.  Mowery,  late  private  of  Ninth  Battery 
Wisconsin  Volunteer  Light  Artillery,  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  at  $6  per  month  for  disease  of  eyes,  neuralgia  of  head, 
and  pharyngitis.  His  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  by  the  action 
of  the  hoard  of  revision,  after  due  notice,  on  April  15,  1895,  on  the 
ground  that  he  wjis  not  ratably  disabled  for  earning  a  support  by 
manual  labor  under  said  act. 

In  October,  1897,  he  filed  a  claim  under  the  general  law,  and 
alleged  that  he  was  disabled  by  disease  of  eyes,  which  he  had  con- 
tracted during  his  military  service.  This  claim  was  rejected  on 
August  21,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  ratable  disability 
from  disease  of  eyes  after  excluding  refractive  errors  not  due  to  the 
service. 

The  appellant,  b}'  his  attorney,  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action  on 
December  11,  1899,  and  alleged  that  it  was  erroneous,  because  he  is 
disabled  from  any  kind  of  labor  which  requires  close  application  of 
sight. 

The  appellant  was  examined  by  a  specialist  of  the  Bureau  on  April 
16,  1898,  whom  he  told  that  he  was  a  printer  by  trade,  and  was  able 
to  perform  but  little  work  because  of  his  impaired  vision. 

The  surgeon  found  on  examination  that  there  was  congenital  hyper- 
metropia,  astigmatism  of  the  right  eye,  with  fifteen-seventieths  vision 
uncoiTected,  but  when  corrected  by  the  proper  glass  the  vision  was 
fifteen-twentieths;  that  in  the  left  eyQ.  there  was  congenital  hyper- 
metropia  with  fifteen-seventieths  vision  uncorrected,  but  when  cor- 
rected by  the  use  of  a  +  2.25  diopter  spherical  lens  the  vision  was 
fifteen-twentieths,  which  shows  that  after  correction  of  the  congenital 
refractive  errors  the  vision  in  each  eye  was  practically  normal.  There 
was  no  disease  of  the  internal  structures  of  the  eyes,  but  the  con- 
junctivae were  reddened  and  slightly  inflamed  and  tender  from  eye- 
strain, because  of  the  attempt  to  use  his  eyes  without  having  the 
errors  of  refraction  corrected  by  the  aid  of  the  proper  glasses. 

Hypermetropia  is  due,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  to  antero-posterior 
shortening  of  the  eyeball;  it  may  be  caused  also  by  flattening  of  the 
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curvature  of  the  cornea  or  of  the  crystaline  lens.  These  causes  are 
congenital,  and  the  errors  of  ref  rai^tion  due  to  them  may  not  cause 
much  annoyance  early  in  life,  when  the  powers  of  a(xx)nunodation  are 
greater  than  they  are  in  later  years;  so  that  they  may  not  cause  much 
inconvenience  until  that  period  of  life  is  reac*h<*d  when  from  senile 
changes  in  the  eyes  the  hypermetropia  is  greatly  increased  and  the 
power  of  accommodation  is  lost. 

Astigmatism  is  due  to  inequality  of  cur\'ature  of  the  cornea  or  crys- 
taline lens,  usually  of  the  former,  so  that  the  rays  of  light  proceeding 
from  a  single  point  do  not,  after  refraction,  tend  to  meet  at  a  single 
point  on  the  retina,  so  that,  as  a  result,  the  images  thrown  thereon  are 
blurred  and  indistinct,  and  also  arises  from  congenital  causes.  In  this 
case  the  appellant  did  not  allege  impaired  vision  as  due  to  the  service 
until  1897,  when  he  was  55  years  of  age  and  was  feeling  the  effects  of 
age,  in  increasing  his  hypi^rmetropia  and  in  diminishing  or  destroying 
his  power  of  accommodation,  and  the  effect  of  trying  to  use  his  eyes 
in  his  oc*^^upation  as  a  compositor  and  copvholder  in  a  printing  office, 
under  these  circumstances,  has  caused  eye  stmin,  as  shown  by  the 
injection  of  the  conjunctiva?  and  the  general  sensitiveness  of  the  eyes 
when  he  attempts  to  use  them  without  the  aid  of  the  proper  lenses. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  is  believed  that 
the  action  rejecting  appellant's  <'laim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  for  the  reasons  stated,  was  corrcH't  and  it  is  accoixiingly  affirmed. 


re1mb1^11semkxt-fii.vuu  an1>  mls'rake— kvii>knce. 

Joseph  B.  Wh^son. 

While  it  is  evident  that  the  allowance  whieh  it  is  proposed  to  recover  waa  due  to  a 
clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held  that  recovery 
by  withholding  current  i)en8ion  should  not  Ik?  enforced. 

Afisistafit  Secretary  I^\  Z.   CftviphtU  to  thi'  Coinml^ssi.</ner  of  Petm4ms^ 

April  13,  lOOL 

This  is  an  ap{)e^l  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bui'eau  in  with- 
holding current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Govern- 
ment for  an  overpayment  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  clerical  error. 
The  facts  are  as  follows: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  B.  Wilson,  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1861,  and  was  discharged  on 
March  17,  1862.  He  again  enlisted  as  a  private  in  Company  B, 
Twenty -eighth  Iowa  Infantry,  on  July  24,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as 
second  lieutenant  of  said  company  to  date  October  10,  1862,  and  as 
captain  to  date  September  1,  1863,  and  was  finally  mustered  out  with 
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the  company  on  July  31,  1865.  He  filed  his  original  application  for 
pension  on  April  19,  1879,  basing  the  same  on  "  injury  of  the  right 
wrist,  right  shoulder,  and  side,"  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  being 
thrown  from  his  horse  while  on  detailed  duty  in  charge  of  the  brigade 
ambulance  corps,  near  Helena,  Ark.,  on  or  about  February  10,  1863. 
In  December,  1884,  he  wtus  granted  a  pension  of  $7.50  per  month 
(one-half  the  ^' total"  pension  of  a  second  lieutenant),  commencing 
from  August  1,  1865,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  wrist,  the 
claim  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder  having  been  waited  for  the 
time  being,  and  that  on  account  of  injury  of  the  side  having  been 
ubandoned.  The  pension  for  injury  of  wrist  was  subsequently 
increased  to  $11.25  (three-fourths  of  ''total"),  from  March  11,  1885. 
In  April,  1892,  he  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  additional  pension 
on  account  of  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  a  certificate  was 
issued  including  that  disability  and  allowing  him  $11.50  per  month 
(in  lieu  of  $7.50),  from  August  1,  1865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $15 
(in  lieu  of  $11.25)  thereafter.  These  rates  were  allowed  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  disability  of  the  right  shoulder  was  incurred 
while  he  was  a  second  lieutenant.  He  was  subsequently  informed 
that  said  action  was  erroneous,  the  fact  being  that  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  the  shoulder  was  incurred  he  was  a  private,  and  that  his  i)en-, 
sion  would,  accordingly,  be  reduced,  and  he  would  be  required  to 
refund  the  amount  of  the  overpayment.  In  the  meantime  he  had  filed 
a  claim  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  deafness.  This  claim  was 
allowed  in  July,  1900,  and  on  July  27,  19(X),  a  certificate  was  issued 
granting  him,  in  lieu  of  former  pension,  the  following  rates:  $2  per 
month  from  March  18,  1862;  $9.50  per  month  from  August  1,1865; 
$18.25  per  month  from  March  11, 1885;  $19.25  per  month  from  April 

I,  1899;  and  providing  that  from  this  allowance  there  should  be  recov- 
ered, on  account  of  erroneous  overpayment,  $2  per  month  from 
August  1,  J,865,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $1.75  per  month  from  March 

II,  1885,  to  March  31,  1899.  It  appears  that  the  repayment  of  these 
amounts  will  absorb  the  entire  pension  until  October  4,  1903.  From 
that  action  the  pensioner  appeals,  contending  that  the  case  is  not  one 
in  which  recovery  is  warranted  by  the  law  and  the  rulings  of  the 
Department. 

The  law  and  the  prat'tice  as  to  reimbursement  in  cases  of  overpay- 
ment or  erroneous  payment  of  pension  was  very  carefully  and  exhaust- 
ively reviewed  by  Assistant  Attorney -General  Shields  in  December, 
1893,  and  his  opinion,  which  will  be  found  in  the  appendix  to  volume 
6  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  Appealed  Pen- 
sion Claims,  has  been  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  guide  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  reimbursement  arises. 
Briefly  stated,  the  conclusions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  were 
that  where  there  has  been  fraud  on  the  part  of  a  pensioner,  or  where 
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there  htt8  l)een  a  uiiHtake  of  faet  in  the  adjudi<*ation  of  a  pension 
claim,  which  results  in  the  overpayment  of  money  as  jx^nsion,  in  such 
ea^e  the  Government  may  reimburse  itself  by  withholding  the  accru- 
ing pension  until  the  amount  overpaid  is  made  good;  but  that  where 
money  has  been  paid  out  on  an  erroneous  judgment  in  the  application 
of  the  law,  the  facts  all  being  present,  there  can  be  no  recovery. 

It  is  not  asserted  that  there  has  been  an}^  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
pensioner  in  this  case.  He  alleged  in  his  original  application  and  has 
ever  since  maintained  that  his  right  shoulder  was  injured  at  the  same 
time  he  incurred  the  injur}'  of  his  right  wrist,  in  February-,  1863,  and 
that  the  injury  then  received  was  the  cause  of  all  disability  of  the 
shoulder  now  existing.  He  admits  that  the  same  shoulder  was  dis- 
located while  he  was  serving  as  a  private  in  Company  G,  Seventh 
Iowa  Infantry,  in  December,  1861,  but  says  he  fully  recovered  from 
that  injury  in  about  two  weeks,  and  was  sound  in  all  respects  when  he 
reenlisted  in  July,  1862.  Whatever  the  truth  maj^  be  as  to  that,  the 
Bureau  had  all  the  facts  relative  to  the  original  injury  before  it  when 
it  adjudicated  the  claim  that  it  now  has,  and  therefore  can  not  say  that 
the  allowance  was  due  to  misrepresentation  or  concealment  of  any 
material  fact  on  the  part  of  the  claimant. 
•  Was  the  erroneous  payment  due  to  ''  a  mistake  of  fact  i " 

The  reviewer  who  approved  the  claim  Iwused  on  injur}^  of  the  right 
shoulder  made  his  approval  in  the  following  language: 

Approved  for  injury  of  right  HhouUk»r  (new  dis.)  cuniuiencing  Aiigiu^t  1,  1865; 
incurred  while  a  pvt. 

This  approval  was  concurred  in  b}'  the  re-reviewer.  These  two 
officers  were  charged  with  the  duty  of  passing  upon  all  legal  questions 
involved  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claim,  and  their  decision  as  to  the 
pensionable  rank  of  the  claimant  was  binding  upon  the  medical  officers 
whose  duty  was  to  make  the  rating,  and  upon  the  officials.technically 
known  as  "mters,"  whose  duty  it  was  to  translate  such  rating  into  its 
equivalent  in  dollars  and  cents. 

The  action  of  the  medical  officers  was  noted  on  the  '*  brief  in  the 
following  terms:  '' Injury  of  right  shoulder,  four-eighteenths  (one- 
fouith).     Combined  mte  not  to  exceed  total  of  rank." 

The  use  of  the  fraction  one-fourth  indicates  that  the  medical 
reviewer  supposed  the  claimant  was  to  be  rated  as  a  second  lieutenant 
and  that  his  intention  was  to  allow  him  one-fourth  (approximately)  of 
the  '* total"  pension  provided  by  law  for  an  officer  of  that  rank. 
Either  he  overlooked  the  statement  of  the  legal  reviewer  that  the  dis- 
ability was  "  incurred  while  a  private"  or  he  mistook  the  abbreviation 
"pvt"  for  '^Lt."  The  error  was  carried  forward  by  the  ''rater"  in 
filling  in  the  amount  of  pension  to  be  paid. 
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In  view  of  the  foroj^olng  facts  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the^  allow- 
ance of  $4:  per  month,  for  injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  from  August 
1,  1866,  to  March  11,  1885,  and  $3.75  per  month  thereafter,  was  due 
to  a  clerical  error. 

So  far  a«  that  goes,  there  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  propriety 
of  the  action  appealed  from,  and  if  it  were  admitted  by  the  appellant 
that  his  disability  was,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  incurred  while  he  was  a 
private,  the  Department  would  have  nothing  further  to  do  except  to 
affirm  said  action.  He  does  not  admit  that,  however.  On  the  con- 
trary, he  has  repeatedly  asserted  that  he  made  a  complete  recovery  from 
the  injury  incurred  as  a  private  and  that  his  present  disiibility  is  due 
to  a  subsequent  injury  of  the  same  shoulder  incurred  while  a  second 
lieutenant. 

While  he  does  not  specifically  make  that  assertion  in  his  appeal,  it  is 
deemed  proper  to  examine  the  evidence  relating  to  the  origin  of  the 
disability;  for  even  admitting  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  proposed 
to  recover  was  directly  due  to  a  clerical  error,  or  "mistake  of  fact,'' 
yet,  if  it  was  not  also  clearly  contrary  to  and  inconsistent  with  the 
evidence,  there  would  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  be  a 
proper  case  for  the  recovery  of  such  allowance  b}'  the  withholding  of 
current  pension.  In  other  words,  in  order  to  justify  recovery  (in  the 
absence  of  fraud)  it  should  appear  that  the  pensioner  not  only  secured 
pension  by  reason  of  a  clerical  error,  but  that  he  was  manifestly  not 
entitled  to  such  pension  under  the  law  and  the  evidence. 

The  appellant  admits  that  his  right  shoulder  was  dislocated  by  a  fall 
in  December,  1861,  but  declares  that  he  was  off  duty  by  reason  of  that 
injury  only  two  weeks;  that  he  made  a-  complete  recovery,  and  that 
there  was  nothing  the  matter  with  the  shoulder  when  he  reen listed  a 
few  months  later.  These  statements  are  not  fully  borne  out  by  the 
records  of  the  War  Department,  which  show  that  the  disability  from 
said  injury  was  so  severe  and  prolonged  as  to  occasion  his  discharge 
from  service  nearly  three  months  after  its  incurrence,  his  "Final 
statement,"  furnished  by  the  Second  Auditor  of  the  Treasur}'^  Depart- 
ment, also  showing  that  he  was — 

*  *  *  dischargwl  by  reason  of  luxation  of  the  shoulder  joint,  caused  by  an 
injury  received  at  Benton  Barracks  in  the  month  of  December,  1861;  on  account  of 
the  same  is  unfit  for  duty  and  has  been  since  said  time. 

There  is  no  record  of  the  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  received  in 
February,  1863,  and  there  was  no  eyewitness  of  the  accident  which  is 
said  to  have  caused  them. 

Dr.  W.  H.  Vest,  the  regimental  surgeon,  in  an  affidavit  filed  April 
10,  1888,  testifies  to  dressing  the  appellant's  injuries  at  the  regimental 
hospital  soon  after  their  incurrence,  and  says  the  right  humerus  and 
right  wrist  were  dislocated — the  head  of  the  humems  was  thrown  down 
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into  the  axilla,  and  the  scapula,  affiant  thoughts,  was  thrown  a  little 
forward. 

Dr.  David  Stewart,  the  assistant,  surgeon,  testified,  in  an  affidavit 
filed  August  8,  1884,  that  he  remembered  dressing  the  appellant's  arm 
the  second  time  it  was  dressed,  and  that  he  then  told  him  he  was  going 
to  have  ''a  bad  arm  or  wrist."  In  an  affidavit  filed  March  31,  1887, 
he  says: 

I  remember  of  dressing  his  wrist,  as  it  w^  very  haclly  swollen  and  painfal  to  him. 
I  also  rememl)er  that  he  said  he  was  badly  injured  in  the  shoulder,  but  I  am  not 
able  at  this  late  date  to  say  that  I  examined  it 

Samuel  J.  Ketcham,  then  sergeant  of  the  appellant^s  company  and 
subsequently  its  second  lieutenant,  testifies  that  he  (appellant)  received 
''a  very  severe  injury  of  the  right  wrist  joint"  at  the  time  and  place 
alleged,  but  makes  no  mention  of  any  injury  of  the  shoulder. 

James  Coats,  a  member  of  the  company,  says  the  appellant  received 
a  severe  injury  of  the  right  shoulder  and  wrist  and  was  compelled  to 
carry  the  injured  arm  in  a  sling  for  sevei'al  weeks,  but  does  not  give 
any  further  particulars. 

H.  R.  Crenshaw  hjis  testified  that  the  wrist  and  shoulder  were  both 
injured,  but  in  reply  to  a  letter  in  August,  1884,  he  wrote:  '"I  wit- 
nessed the  surgeon  dress  the  injur)^  I  noticed  that  the  injury  was 
located  in  right  wrist,'"  making  no  mention  of  any  injury  of  the  shoul- 
der. In  his  deposition  before  a  special  examiner  in  March,  IIKK),  he 
testifies  to  the  wrist  injury,  and  sa^'s:  *'!  think  it  hurt  his  shoulder 
also." 

E.  G.  Marcellus  and  F.  M.  Fields,  who  appear  to  have  been  the  first 
persons  to  reach  the  appellant  after  he  was  thrown  from  his  horse,  and 
who  helped  him  to  camp  and  saw  the  surgeon  dress  his  arm  and  place 
it  in  a  sling,  testified  in  their  original  affidavit  (filed  in  August,  1884) 
only  to  an  injury  of  the  wrist;  and  in  replying  to  letters  asking  them 
to  give  all  the  particulars,  including  the  nature  and  location  of  the 
injury,  they  still  failed  to  say  anything  about  the  shoulder.  In  1887, 
however.  Fields  signed  an  affidavit  stating  that  there  was  a  severe 
injury  of  the  right  shoulder,  and  making  no  mention  of  anv  wrist 
injury. 

N.  C.  Martin  (affidavit  filed  in  April,  1888)  testifies  to  injury  of  the 
right  shoulder  and  wrist,  but  gives  no  details. 

J.  H.  Mitc*.hell  testifies  before  a  special  examiner  In  March,  1900, 
that  the  appellant  was  thrown  from  his  horse  at  Helena,  Ark.,  and 
injured  in  one  wrist. 

(It  should  be  said  that  the  special  examination  was  made  with  refer- 
ence to  deafness  and  an  alleged  gunshot  wound  of  the  left  foot,  and 
such  testimony  as  Avas  given  in  regard  to  other  disabilities  was  merely 
incidental.) 
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A  pennion  surgeon  who  examined  the  appellant  on  January  16, 1884, 
reported: 

Injury  to  right  shoulder  is  claimed  to  have  occuiTed  February  4, 
1863,  at  Helena,  Ark.  Present  physical  signs  are  an  apparent  thick- 
ening of  the  articular  cartilage  of  right  acromio-clavicular  articulation 
and  a  depression  of  right  shoulder  one-fourth  inch,  which  denotes  at 
least  partial  dislocation  of  said  articulation  at  time  of  original  injury, 
and  does  not  now  impair  the  usefulness  of  said  shoulder  for  ordinary 
uses  sufficient  for  rating. 

A  board  of  three  surgeons  on  March  11, 1886,  reported:  *^  Shoulder 
joint  shows  no  present  physical  signs  of  injury." 

Two  surgeons  who  made  an  examination  on  April  21, 1886,  certified 
that  the  head  of  the  right  scapula  was  displaced  downward  and  for- 
ward— "tilted  forward" — one-half  inch  and  the  inferior  angle  elevated 
to  the  same  extent;  also,  that  there  were  inflammatory  deposits  in  the 
acromio-clavicular  articulation.  This  is  in  substantial  accord  with  the 
reports  of  later  examinations. 

The  record  of  the  first  injury  shows  dislocation  and  nothing  more. 
We  must  believe  that  he  had  not  f uUv  recovered  the  use  of  the  arm 
when  he  was  discharged  in  March,  1862,  and  that  the  surgeon  who 
recommended  his  discharge  did  not  think  recovery  at  an  early  date 
probable.  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  he  was  sound  when  he  reenlisted  in  July, 
1862.  He  reenlisted  as  a  private,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence 
to  indicate  that  he  was  in  any  way  disabled  for  the  performance  of 
duty  as  such,  which  would,  of  course,  require  more  or  less  use  every 
day  of  his  right  arm  and  shoulder.  The  evidence  all  goes  to  show 
that  he  was  apparently  free  from  disability  of  either  arm  from  the 
date  of  reenlistment  up  to  the  time  he  was  thrown  from  his  horse  in 
February,  1863.  The  injury  (dislocation)  received  in  the  first  service 
was  not  of  a  chaiucter  that  would  necessarily  entail  permanent  dis- 
ability; on  the  conti-ary,  the  chances  would  be  in  favor  of  complete 
recover3\ 

The  nature  of  the  injury  to  the  right  shoulder  sustained  in  the 
second  service  is  not  satisfactorily  shown.  In  fact,  with  the  exception 
of  Dr.  Vest,  the  regimental  surgeon,  the  witnesses  do  not  seem  to 
have  any  very  clear  or  positive  recollection  that  the  shoulder  was 
injured.  The  wrist  hurt  was  evidently  the  more  severe.  Dr.  Vest 
says  there  was  a  disloc»ation  of  the  humerus. 

While  the  evidence  is  not  all  that  could  be  desired  it  appears  to  sus- 
tain the  allegation  that  there  was  an  injury  of  the  right  shoulder  in 
February,  1863.  It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  determine,  at  this 
date,  whether  the  slight  disability  shown  by  the  medical  examinations 
is  a  result  of  the  first  injury  or  of  the  second.     In  view,  however,  of 


Digitized  by 


Google 


314  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

the  facts  tendinj^  to  show  a  coniplotc  ivcoverv  from  the  first  iiijiirv  it 
would  seem  not  unreasonable  to  hold  that  it  is  due  to  the  second  injury. 
At  any  rate  it  may  be  fairly  claimed  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  is 
due  to  the  injury  in  1K62  or  to  the  one  in  1863.  It  has  been  held  h^v 
the  Department  that  ''  where  a  disability  which  origfinated  prior  to 
enlistment  but  was  apparently  cured  prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  enlist- 
ment is  revived  and  aggravated  as  the  inmiediate  result  of  an  accident 
or  of  an  incident  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  injurious  consequences  of 
such  aggravation  may  be  pensionable  under  a  liberal  construction  of 
the  law."  (James  Shaffer,  5  P.  D.,  6.  See  also  Joseph  M.  Potter,  3 
P.  D.,  82;  Rudolph  M.  Montgomery,  ib.,41;  Daniel  Daily,  4  P.  D., 
337,  and  Stephen  Horton,  7  P.  D.,  3(>9.) 

In  view  of  the  strictness  with  which  the  law  hedges  about  and  pro- 
tect*<  pension  once  allowed  and  paid,  or  accinied  (not  even  permitting 
it  to  be  withheld  to  make  good  a  defalcation  on  the  part  of  the  pen- 
sioner against  the  (xovernment),  and  the  undoubted  hardship  which 
would  often  result  from  the  entire  stoppage  of  pension  for  a  consid- 
erable time,  whereby  the  intent  of  the  law,  which  is  to  provide  a 
present  means  of  support,  would  be  defeated,  it  is  believed  that  reim- 
bursement by  this  means  should  not  be  enforced  in  a  case  of  overpay- 
ment resulting  from  a  clerical  error  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear,  in 
the  light  of  all  the  facts,  that  the  pensioner  had  no  right  or  title  what- 
ever to  the  amount  paid  him  in  consequence  of  such  error. 

Being,  for  reasons  heretofore  stated,  unable  to  find  from  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  that  the  pensioner  was  certainly  not  entitled  to  be 
pensioned  for  the  injury  of  the  right  shoulder  as  a  second  lieutenant, 
the  Department  is  constrained  to  hold  that  the  order  to  withhold  pay- 
ment of  pension  until  a  sum  equal  to  the  difference  between  the 
amount  paid  on  account  of  said  injury  and  the  amount  to  which  he 
would  have  been  entitled  as  a  private  should  have  accrued  was  not 
wari'anted,  and  the  action  is  accordingly  reversed. 

It  is  not  intended  by  this  decision  to  hold  that  it  was  not  proper  for 
your  Bureau  to  reduce  the  rate  on  account  of  injury  of  the  shoulder 
from  and  after  the  discovery  of  the  clerical  error,  nor  is  it  intended 
to  hold  that  the  evidence  shows  the  disability  of  the  shoulder  was 
actually  incurred  while  the  appellant  held  the  rank  of  second  lieuten- 
ant. The  holding  goes  to  this  extent  only,  that,  there  being  a  not 
unreasonable  doubt  as  to  whether  the  disabilitj^  was  not  incurred  at 
the  time  the  pensioner  alleges,  a  proper  case  for  reimbursement  by 
the  withholding  of  current  pension  is  not  presented. 
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l>ECLARATIONi!^AMENl>MENTS-AL.LEGATIONS. 

Feux  Myebs. 

A  declaration  in  which  the  formal  parts  indicate  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  but  which  contains  allegations  of  a  service  not  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion 
and  of  disability  contracted  in  said  service  and  line  of  duty,  is  subject  to  amend- 
ment and  explanation  as  to  any  uncertainty  in  the  character  of  the  claim  or  the 
claimant's  intentions  relative  thereto. 

^8ftutant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissionei*  of  Pensions^ 

April  13,  1901. 

Felix  Myers,  late  of  Company  I,  Nineteenth  United  States  Infantry, 
filed  a  declaration  for  pension  August  22,  1890,  alleging  service  from 
January  24,  1867,  to  January  24,  1870,  and  that  he  contracted  typho- 
malarial  fever  and  results  and  rheumatism  while  in  said  service. 
This  declaration  was  made  on  a  blank  form  prepared  for  a  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  to  the  formal  parts.  That  is,  it  was  headed 
with  the  statement,  ''Declaration  for  invalid  pension,  act  of  June  27, 
1890,"  but  the  latter  words,  ''act  of  June  27, 1890,"  have  been  erased 
with  a  blue  pencil.  The  body  of  the  paper  also  contains  such  state- 
ments as  these:  "Was  enrolled  *  *  *  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  seiTed  at  letist  ninety  days  and 
was  honorably  discharged; '^'^  "that  said  disabilities  are  not  due  to  his 
vicious  habits,  and  are  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief  perma- 
nent:" "that  he  makes  this  declaration  for  the  purpose  of  being  placed 
on  the  pension  roll  of  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  the 
ai*t  of  June  27,  1890."  These  formal  statements  were  printed  in  the 
blank  form,  whereas  the  matters  constituting  the  basis  of  title — service, 
disability,  etc. — were  written  in  the  spaces  left  for  that  purpose. 

This  declaration  was  jacketed  as  a  claim  under  the  general  law,  and 
was  treated  as  such  in  the  calls  for  evidence.  Testimony  showing 
origin  in  service  and  continuance  of  alleged  disabilities  was  filed  from 
time  to  time  and  the  case  was  pending  for  more  than  ten  years  as  a 
claim  for  pension  on  account  of  disability  contracted  in  line  of  duty. 
When  it  came  to  be  finally  adjudicated,  however,  it  was  briefed  as  a 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
claimant's  service  was  not  rendered  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion — a 
fact  which  was  apparent  in  the  first  instance,  and  before  any  evidence 
was  required  or  filed. 

This  action  implied,  of  course,  that  the  claim  was  not  one  under  the 
general  law,  and  in  a  slip  attached  to  the  face  brief  it  is  declared  that 
said  declaration  would  not  be  accepted  as  such  a  claim.  It  is  pre- 
sumed, although  there  is  no  record  of  it,  that  claimant  and  his  attor- 
neys were  informed  of  this  conclusion  at  the  time  they  were  notified, 
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February  8,  1J^)1,  of  the  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  an  apix»al  has  been  entered  February  23,  1901,  contend- 
ing that  the  refusal  to  entertain  the  claim  as  under  the  general  law 
was  error.  It  is  pointed  out  in  this  appeal  that  the  character  of  the 
claim  was  apparent  from  the  erasure  of  the  words  "act  of  elune  27, 
1890,"  on  the  margin,  and  from  the  allegations  as  to  service  and 
disability. 

There  is  force  in  these  contentions,  and  the  facts  mentioned,  with 
others  hereinbefore  noted,  were  at  least  sufficient  to  put  the  Bureau 
upon  notice  that  the  claim  was  probably  intended  to  be  one  for  pen- 
sion under  the  general  law;  and  since  the  paper  was  subject  to  amend- 
ment or  explanation  in  this  respect,  the  claimant  should  have  been 
afforded  the  opportunity  to  declare  the  intention  of  the  declaration 
before  the  adjudication.  There  is  no  set  and  inflexible  rule  in  refer- 
ence to  the  forms  of  declarations  or  what  they  shall  contain,  and. 
while  certain  blank  forms  have  been  prepared  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  almost  all  classes  of  claims  and  to  insure  uniformitj^  in  the 
chamcter  of  the  declarations,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  any  form 
ma}^  not  be  used  provided  it  contains  all  averment^ij  necessary  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  law. 

Certain  '^instructions"  relative  to  declarations  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  were  issued  July  28,  1897  (9  P.  D.,  98).  One  of  these 
is  as  follows: 

Should  the  paper  fail  to  hIiow  upon  ite  face,  with  certainty,  that  it  is  intended  ap  a 
claim  for  the  l^enefits  of  the  act  of  «Tune  27,  1S90,  the  claimant  may  make  it  certain 
by  means  of  a  nupplemental  affidavit,  which  shall  l>e  read  in  connection  with  and  as 
a  part  of  the  original  application. 

The  converse  of  the  rule  would  make  a  paper  apparently  intended 
for  a  claim  under  the  general  law  subject  to  like  explanations.  Various 
decisions  have  indicated  how  far  declarations  may  be  amended,  either 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  law  or  to  explain  the  intent  of  the 
claimant.  One  of  the  latest  of  these  is  in  the  case  of  Alphonso  W.  Ellis 
(11  P.  D.,  93),  wherein  this  language  is  used: 

The  declaration  in  a  pension  claim  bears  a  (•orres])onding  relation  to  its  ca««  as  does 
the  declaration  or  complaint  in  a  case  at  law.  Such  a  dwlaration  is  good  if  it  salv 
stantially  sets  forth  the  cause  of  action  in  such  terms  that  an  issue  can  be  joined,  and 
is  sufficiently  certain  if  it  can  be  ma<le  certain. 

The  declaration  in  the  within  case  is  similar  to  one  in  a  case  at  law  in  which  a 
motion  would  lie  to  make  the  allegations  more  definite  and  certain.  It  is  not  one 
which  would  l)e  open  to  demurrer  or  which  would  be  stricken  out  for  want  of  exact- 
ness; neither  is  it  one  which  could  be  successfully  demurre<l  to  during  trial  because 
the  proof — such  as  has  been  referreil  to  herein — did  not  corresjxind  to  the  allegations 

The  true  mission  of  a  de('laration,  whether  it  Ikj  in  a  case  at  law  or  in  a  penfflon 
claim,  is  that  it  should  state  the  facts  which  are  the  basis  of  the  claim  in  sach  laO' 
guage  and  with  such  definiteness  and  clearness  that  the  party  against  whom  the  claim 
is  filed  be  apprised  of  the  demand  in  terms  which  may  not  be  mistaken,  mismter- 
preted,  or  confused. 
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In  the  case  under  consideration  the  facts  before  mentioned,  that  the 
service  alleged  was  one  that  could  not  give  title  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  that  certain  disabilities  were  claimed  to  have  been  con- 
tracted in  service  and  line  of  duty,  bring  it  peculiarly  within  the  rules 
above  indicated,  and  entitle  the  claimant  to  file  any  amendment  neces- 
sary to  show  under  which  law  he  sought  pension  if  there  is  doubt  on 
the  subject.  For  this  reason  the  action  as  taken  was  erroneous  and  is 
reversed.  The  papers  are  herewith  returned  for  read  judication  of  the 
claim. 


RATE— PATH0IX>«IC;AT.  SEQITKNC-E— examining   SURGEONS'  RATINGS. 

Andrew  G.  Cunningham. 

The  appellant,  who  in  jx^nsioned  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  rheumatism  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart,  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  wherein  he  allejred  that 
varicose  veins  of  both  legs  had  resulted  from  disease  of  heart,  and  claimed  . 
that  inasmuch  as  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  examined  pursuant  to 
said  claim  had  rated  his  disabilities  at  third  grade  ($24  i)er  month),  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  such  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination. 

Hdd:  That  the  existing  rate  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of 
disability  found  at  said  examination  as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of 
heart;  that  the  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  have  not  t)een  shown  to  be  a  sequence, 
either  from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  of  disease  of  heart,  and  that 
no  authority  to  determine  what  rate  or  rates  of  pension  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed  in  any  claim,  or  class  of  claims,  for  pension  has  ever  been  conferred 
upon  examining  surgeons,  either  by  law,  nile,  or  regulation. 

As/^istant  Secretary  F,  Z.   Cainphell  to  the  (bnnnlmioner  of  Pensions^ 

April  13,  1901, 

Andrew  G.  Cunningham,  late  private,  Company  B,  Fort^^-fifth  Iowa 
Infanty,  who  is  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  rheu- 
matism and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  filed  an  appeal  March  24, 1900, 
from  the  rejection  by  the  Bureau  on  May  2,  1896,  of  his  claim  for 
increase,  filed  October  19, 1895,  wherein  he  alleged  that  varicose  veins 
of  both  legs  had  been  caused  by  weak  circulation,  due  to  the  condi- 
tion of  his  heart,  and  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  dated  January 
30,  1900,  in  his  claims  for  increase  and  rerating,  respectively,  filed 
July  27, 1897,  by  which  action  the  rate  in  the  case  was  increased  to  $12 
per  month  from  April  6,  1898,  the  date  of  the  medical  examination, 
held  pursuant  to  said  claim,  but  which  action  failed  to  take  cognizance 
of  the  claim  for  remting  and  ignored  the  claimant's  allegations  in 
regard  to  varicose  veins. 

The  contentions  set  up  by  the  claimant  in  such  appeal  are  to  the  effect 
that  the  extent  of  his  disability,  in  so  far  as  the  performance  of  any 
special  character  of  manual  labor  is  concerned,  ''  requiring  exertion  of 
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the  limbs  or  muscles  of  the  bodj^,  he  is  almost  entirely  disabled;*^  that 
the  'S^aricose  veins  cause  him  constant  pain,  and  so  benumb  and 
weaken  his  legs  as  to  retard  and  interfere  with  his  walking;"  that  his 
present  rate  of  pension  ''is  entirely  inadequate  to  the  degree  of  his 
pensionable  disabilities;'^  and  that  the  examining  surgeons  found  the 
varicose  veins  to  >)e  a  ''I'esult  of  valvular  disease  of  heart,''  and  j^ 
''reported''  thfeir  findings. 

Relative  to  the  aforesaid  contentions,  the  Bureau  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing report,  dated  elanuary  1(5,  1901: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  tlie  action  of  May  2,  1896,  denying  increase  and  refusing  to 
admit  varicose  veins  as  a  result  of  pensioned  (causes,  and  from  that  of  January  ^), 
1900,  allowing  increase  to  $12,  the  claimant  contending  that  **in  decision  on  claini 
for  increa*ic»,  the  disability  of  varicose  veins  [was]  ignore<i."  He  is  pensione^l  under 
the  general  law  for  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart. 

All  the  evidence  filed  in  this  case  l)efore  and  since  these  actions  were  taken  has  been 
carefully  considered. 

The  rejection  of  increase  dateii  May  2,  1896,  was  baaeii  upon  the  certificate  of 
examination  dateii  January  29,  1SJ)6.  The  board  stated  that  it  could  fin<i  no  evidence 
of  rheumatism,  but  it  found  mitral  insufficiency  of  the  heart,  for  which  ten-eighteenths 
was  recommended.  This  wa.s  a  fair  and  equitable  rate  for  the  condition  shown.  The 
certificate  of  examination,  dated  April  6,  1898,  upon  which  increase  to  twelve-eight- 
eenths was  allowed,  showecl  some  rheumatism,  and  a  well-defined  murmur  of  the 
heart,  with  dilatation  and  dyspna»a,  but  no  cedema  or  cyanosis.  Both  certificate? 
showe<i  the  veins  of  each  leg  to  be  considerably  varicosed,  constituting  quite  a  ciegree 
of  disability.  This  condition,  however,  can  not  from  a  medical  standpoint  be  accepted 
as  a  result  of  the  pensioned  causes,  there  being  no  pathological  connection  between 
the  same. 

In  addition  to  the  facets  set  out  in  the  foregoing  report,  it  is  deemed 
important  to  note  that  the  pensioner  seems  to  he  under  the  impression 
that  inasmuch  as  two  members  of  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he 
was  examined  January  29,  1890,  addressed  a  letter  on  June  2,  1897,  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  **it  was  the 
intention  of  this  board  to  place  him  in  the  third  grade,  or  $24  per  month," 
that  such  rate  should,  consequently,  have  been  allowed  him.  In  tlus 
connection  it  seems  equally  important  to  note  the  fact  that  it  is  not  within 
the  purview  of  the  functions  conferred  by  law  upon  examining  sur- 
geons or  boards  of  examining  surgeons  to  determine  what  rates  should 
or  should  not  be  allowed  in  anj'  class  of  claims  for  pension,  the  recom- 
mendations of  such  surgeons  as  to  the  rates  which  they  may  deem 
proper  in  any  given  case  being  merely  advisory  in  character  and  io  no 
way  binding  upon  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  who  has  full  author- 
ity to  supervise  and  review  their  reports  and  recommendations  in  all 
cases,  and  whose  action  in  any  case  is  subject  to  revision  only  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Since  filing  the  appeal  now  under  consideration  the  appellant  has 
also  filed  ceilain  medical  evidence  with  a  view  to  showing  that  he  is 
almost,  if  not  quite,  wholly  incapacitated  for  the  performance  of  all 
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'*hard  manual  labor"  by  reason  of  rheumatism,  disease  of  heart,  and 
vai'icose  veins  of  both  legs.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  this  evidence 
relates  to  the  condition  of  the  appellant  in  1900,  some  two  years  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  on  which  he  was  last  examined  by  a  board  of  exam- 
ining surgeons  under  a  claim  for  increase,  the  mere  fact  that  such 
evidence  tends  to  show  the  existence  of  a  greater  degree  of  disability 
from  pensioned  causes  than  was  manifested  at  the  said  last  official 
medical  examination  made  of  the  pensioner  has  no  bearing  upon  the 
question  at  issue  in  the  pending  appeal.  If  the  degree  of  disability 
due  to  said  pensioned  causes  has  progressed  to  the  extent  alleged,  it 
would  seem  that  the  appellant's  interests  would  best  be  subserved  by 
the  filing  of  another  application  for  increase,  under  Avhich  he  could 
again  be  medically  examined,  and  his  alleged  title  to  a  higher  rate  of 
pension  be  determined  in  the  light  of  the  findings  of  the  surgeons  at 
such  examination.  The  only  attempt  made  in  the  aforesaid  medical 
evidence  to  determine  the  origin  of  the  varicose  veins  is  the  statement 
of  one  of  the  affiants  that  they  were  ''due  to  impaired  circulation." 
And  the  appellant  is  in  error  in  his  contention  that  the  last  two  boards 
of  surgeons  b\"  which  he  was  examined  held  that  his  varicose  veins 
were  due  to  his  disease  of  heart.  One  board  merely  stated  that  they 
were  ''not  due  to  vicious  habits,"  and  the  other  was  equally  silent  as 
to  their  probable  source  of  origin. 

Any  theory  advanced,  however,  which  holds  that  varix  of  the  lower 
extremities  is  a  common  sequence  of  ''  mitral  insufficiency,"  the  char- 
acter of  the  heart  lesion  shown  to  exist  in  this  case,  would,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Department,  fail  of  demonstration,  as  such  results 
are  not  usually  observed  clinically  in  said  disease;  besides  which 
there  are  a  niunber  of  other  more  usual  and  probable  causes  of  varix 
than  any  form  of  heart  lesion  which  would  first  have  to  be  eliminated 
before  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  between  the  two  conditions  could 
be  recognized  and  admitted. 

Therefore,  for  the  reasons  stated,  it  is  held  that  the  existing  rate  in 
the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability  found 
as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart  at  the  medical  exami- 
nation held  pursuant  to  the  pensioner's  claim  for  increase;  that  the 
varix  of  his  lower  extremities  have  not  been  demonstrated,  either 
from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  as  being  a  sequence  of 
the  disease  of  heart  (mitral  incompetency)  for  which  he  is  pensioned; 
and  that  no  authority  has  ever  been  conferred  upon  examining  sur- 
geons, either  by  law,  ruling,  or  regulation,  to  determine  what  rate  or 
rates  of  pension  shall  or  shall  not  be  allowed  in  any  claims,  or  class  of 
claims,  for  pension. 

The  actions  appealed  from  are  hereby  affirmed. 
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MARUIAGE-KVIDENCB— PRESUMPTIONS. 

Esther  A.  Palmer  (widow). 

The  claimant  having:  proved  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  according  to  the 
law  of  the  State  of  IllinoiB,  and  cohabitated  with  him  aa  his  wife  from  the  mar- 
riage to  the  date  of  his  death,  sixteen  years  afterwards,  her  pensionable  status 
was  established.  A  mere  presumption  of  life  of  a  prior  husband  can  not  prevail 
against  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  parties  who  enter  the  marriage  rela- 
tion according  to  legal  forms. 

Assistajit  Secretary  F,  L,  Cainpf>eU  to  the  Ounmlmtmer  of  PensUn^*^^ 

April  15,  1901. 

Esther  A.,  widow  of  Era  W.  Palmer,  late  private,  Company  G, 
Nineteenth  Wisconsin  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration  for  pen- 
sion under  the  general  law,  December  7,  1885,  alleging  that  the  sol- 
dier's death  from  lung  disease  was  due  to  his  military  service.  This 
claim  was  rejected  Noveinl)er  3,  1898,  after  special  examination,  on 
the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier. 
From  this  action  the  claimant,  by  her  attorneys,  ap{:>eals  to  the 
Department,  alleging  as  grounds  that  the  evidence  on  file  cleai'ly 
shows  that  an  error  was  made  in  the  decision;  that  the  widow's  first 
husband  had  a  wife  living  when  he  married  her,  and  that  the  long 
unexplained  absence  of  the  first  husband  i*aises  the  presumption  of  his 
death. 

There  are  the  claims  of  three  children  also  involved,  hut  as  a  deci- 
sion of  the  widow's  claim  will  also  dispose  of  them  they  will  not  be 
separately  considered. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  the  issue  involved  for  the  purposes  of  this 
opinion,  it  will  be  well  to  first  speak  of  the  undisputed  facts  as  dis- 
closed by  the  record. 

The  claimant  was  married  to  one  C.  J.  Williams  at  Adel,  Iowa, 
July  22,  1866.  Williams  lived  with  claimant  until  the  spring  of  1868, 
when  he  abandoned  her.  The  claimant  then  married  Era  W.  Palmer 
at  Rushville,  111.,  on  December  25,  1868,  and  lived  with  him  as  his 
wife  until  his  death  in  1884. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  only  <iuestion  i*aised  by  this  appeal  is  that 
of  the  legality  of  the  second  marriage  of  the  widow,  or  in  other  words, 
her  marriage  to  the  soldier  from  whose  death  she  claims  title  to  pension. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  such  marriage^s 
as  are  involved  in  this  case  shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal 
marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

The  case  of  Mary  B.  McCollum,  widow  (6  P.  D.,  93),  contains  a  full 
quotation  from  the  case  of  Cartwright  et  al  o,  McGown  (121  111.,  388) 
in  which  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Illinois  discusses  the  sub- 
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ject  of  common-law  marriages  in  that  State  mo8t  exhaustively.  There 
is  no  manner  of  doubt  but  that  a  common-law  marriage  is  recognized 
in  Illinois  and  that  the  courts  of  the  State  have  gone  very  far  to  legalize 
marriages  entered  into  in  good  faith,  no  matter  whether  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  on  the  subject  of  marriage  have  been  complied  with  or 
not.  Coal  Run  Coal  Company  v.  Jones  (127  111.,  379),  Johnson  v. 
Johnson  (114  111.,  611),  Schmisseur  v.  Beatrie  (147  111.,  210). 

In  the  Cartwright  case,  mentioned  above  (121  111.,  388),  the  supreme 
court  says: 

Where  both  parties  are  married  in  the  honest  belief,  founded  on  apparently  good 
reason,  that  they  are  capable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  contract,  when  in  fact 
one  of  them  is  not,  if  they  continue  to  cohabit  as  man  and  wife  after  the  removal  of 
the  impediment  to  their  lawful  union,  the  law  will  presume  a  common-law  marriage 
by  the  acts  of  the  parties  in  the  al>sence  of  any  evidence  to  prevent  such  presump- 
tion. In  such  a  case  there  are  many  strong  and  cogent  reasons  for  presuming  a  new 
marriage  aftor  the  removal  of  the  imi)ediment  even  though  the  parties  may  not  have 
known  of  its  removal.  There  the  cohabitation,  in  ignorance  of  isn'Xs  rendering  it 
illegal,  is  not  to  be  reganled  as  meretricious  or  criminal  until  the  parties  have  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts.  Their  purpose  in  such  a  union  is  honorable  marriage,  which  the 
law  favors,  and  not  mere  illicit  intercourse. 

In  the  case  of  Schmisseur  v,  Beatrie  (147  111.,  210)  the  supreme  court 
lays  down  the  doctrine  in  this  class  of  cases  as  follows: 

1.  A  second  marriage  is  void  when  either  of  the  parties  U)  it  has  a  husband  or  wife 
by  a  former  marriage  who  has  never  l)een  divorced  and  is  still  living. 

2.  Where  a  marriage  has  once  been  solenmize<l  according  to  the  forms  of  law  every 
presumption  will  Ije  indulged  in  favor  of  its  validity.  This  presumption  is  so  strong 
that  a  former  husband  or  wife  will  be  presumed  to  be  dead  after  an  absence  of  lees 
than  seven  years.  The  ordinary  presumption  of  the  continuance  of  human  life  is 
made  to  give  way  to  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  innocence  of  a  second  marriage. 

The  second  marriage  in  this  case  took  place,  probably,  within  eight 
months  after  the  first  husband  abandoned  the  claimant.  Certainly  this 
was  long  before  any  presumption  of  death  from  unexplained  absence 
could  arise  under  any  set  of  circumstances,  yet  there  is  another  ques- 
tion to  be  considered  just  here,  which  is  the  real  issue.  That  question 
is:  Did  the  claimant  marry  the  soldier  (or  her  second  husband)  in  good 
faith,  believing  she  had  a  right  to  marry  him,  or  in  the  language  of 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  in  the  Cartwright  case  (ibid):  Did  she 
marry  him  in  the  honest  belief,  founded  on  apparently  good  reason, 
that  she  was  capable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  contract?  And, 
was  this  second  marriage  legal  'i 

This  is  a  matter  of  evidence.  The  claimant  upon  this  point  testifies 
before  the  special  examiner,  as  follows: 

At  the  time  I  married  the  soldier  I  thought  that  Williams  was  dead  or  else  I  would 

have  procured  a  divorce.     *    *    *    No,  sir;  I  never  procured  any  divorce,  for  I 

heard  he  was  dead  soon  after  he  left  me.     A  man  name<l  Kavanaugh,  who  was 

freighting  on  the  plains  (he  is  dea<l) ,  came  to  Adel,  Iowa.     He  told  me  that  Williams 

was  murdered  at  Cheyenne  or  on  the  Cheyenne;  can't  say  which.    He  kne^s^^Williams 
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at  Adel,  Iowa,  ami  told  me  that  he  bhw  his  iMHiy  and  knew  him,  or  else  it  was  ecMne- 
one  who  looked  terribly  like  him.  I  never  heard  anyone  else  say  Williams  waa 
dead.  I  understood  from  Kavanaugh  that  he  was  hung.  Don't  know  for  what  nor 
by  whom.  *  ♦  *  All  I  know  of  Williams'  l)eing  previously  married  was  what  he 
told  Lewis  A.  Miller  and  Margaret  De Woody.  *  ♦  *  Williams  and  I  never  got 
along  agreeably.  He  was  indolent,  and  wanted  me  to  make  the  living  for  both,  and 
he  was  too  fond  of  other  women. 

Margaret  De  Woody,  a  sister  of  the  claimant,  testified  that  after 
Williams  left  her  sister  he  was  reported  dead.  At  the  time  of  the 
separation,  however,  the  two  sisters  were  living  several  hundred  miles 
apart. 

James  M.  Baxter  testifies  that  Williams  and  the  claimant  lived  on 
his  farm  and  worked  for  him,  the  exact  date  he  could  not  remember, 
but  he  remembered  that  Williams  called  on  him  one  morning  for  some 
money  and  did  not  return.  The  witness  says  he  received  a  letter  from 
Williams,  dated  Council  Blufi's,  Iowa,  in  which  he  said  he  was  on  his 
way  West  and  would  not  return,  and  that  was  the  last  he  ever  heard 
of  him.  In  a  few  davs  he  gav^e  claimant  some  monev  to  return  to  her 
folks. 

Lewis  A.  Miller  testified  as  follows  regarding  Williams: 

My  sister  was  marrie<l  to  a  man  name*!  Williams  a  year  or  two  after  the  war. 
Soon  after  she  was  married  then^  were  two  former  wives  of  Williams  hunting  for 
him,  and  he  ran  away.  I  heanl  he  was  hunjr  by  a  mob  near  Salt  T.Ake  City,  Utah, 
about  two  years  after  he  left  Esther. 

In  an  affidavit,  Mrs.  De  Wo(k1\'  states  that  Williams  married  her  sis- 
ter, the  claimant,  under  an  assumed  name — his  real  name  was  '^Don''— ^ 
and  that  he  had  a  wife  living  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  to  claimant. 
This  was  told  the  affiant  by  a  sister  of  Williams.  On  cross-examination 
this  witness  states  that  it  was  a  ''rumor''  that  Williams  wa.s  married 
prior  to  the  marriage  to  claimant. 

This  is  all  the  material  testiuiony  in  the  record  for  the  purposes  of 
this  inquirv.  It  is  apparent  that  there  is  no  approach  to  a  legal  estab- 
lishment of  a  prior  marriage  by  Williams,  or  that  he  had  an  undivorced 
wife  living  at  the  time  he  married  claimant. 

That  disposes  of  one  of  the  questions  presented  by  appellant,  which 
may  now  be  discarded  jus  not  proven. 

There  remains  the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  marriage  of  the 
claimant  to  the  soldier  in  1868. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  marriage  of  the  claimant  and  soldier 
was  in  form  fully  in  confcjrmity  with  the  statutory  requirements  of 
the  State  of  Illinois.  On  its  fju'c  it  was  a  legal  and  valid  marriage; 
both  parties  were  of  sufficient  ag(»  and  mental  capacity;  cohabitation 
and  a  continuous  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  for  a  period  of 
sixteen  years  followed. 

It  is  equally  true  that  the  prior  marriage  of  the  claimant  to  Williami? 
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was  in  due  and  legal  form  in  ae(!ordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Iowa. 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  y?.  Johnson  (114  111.,  611),  the  supreme  court 
of  that  State  cites  the  case  of  Senser  et  al.  v.  Bower  et  al.  (1  Penrose  & 
Watts,  Pa.,  450),  whei-ein  it  is  said: 

But  there  Ih  said  to  be  the  same  evidence  of  a  preceiient  marriage  of  the  mother 
with  another  man,  who  was  alive  at  her  second  marriage,  and  hence  a  supposed 
dilemma;  but  the  proof  being  equal  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  innocence.  And 
so  far  is  this  carried  in  the  case  of  conflicting  presumptions,  that  the  one  in  favor  of 
innocence  shall  prevail. 

I  apprehend  that  the  main  difficulty  in  reaching  a  proper  conclusion 
in  this  class  of  cases  has  arisen  from  confounding  presumptions  with 
proofs,  or,  in  other  words,  mingling  what  are  presumptio  juris  with 
conclusive  presumptions. 

In  the  Johnson  (^ase  (Ibid.)  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  says: 

But  if  the  law  raises  the  presumption  that  the  former  liusband  was  alive  at  the 
date  of  the  last  marriage,  from  the  fact  that  seven  years  had  not  then  elapsed  since 
the  last  knowledge  of  him,  it  also,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  presumes 
that  the  parties  in  contracting  such  marriage,  and  in  subsequently  cohabiting,  were 
innocent  of  immorality  or  crime,  and  that  there  was  no  legal  impediment  to  its  con- 
summation. When  a  marriage  is  shown  in  fact  the  law  raises  a  strong  presumption 
in  favor  of  its  legality,  and  the  burden  is  with  the  party  objecting  to  its  validity  to 
prove  that  it  is  not  valid. 

It  seems  to  l>e  the  law  in  Illinois  that  "  in  absence  of  proof  to  the 
conti-ary,"  a  marriage  in  fact  will  be  presumed  to  be  legal. 

There  is  not  a  line  of  testimony  in  the  record  in  this  case  that  even 
tends  to  show  that  the  first  husband  was  alive  at  the  date  of  the  mar- 
riage to  the  soldier.  There  is  a  presumption  of  continuance  of  life, 
nothing  more.  There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  was  killed 
or  hung  shortly  after  he  left  the  claimant. 

In  the  case  of  the  Coal  Run  Coal  C/ompany  v.  Jones  (127  111.,  379) 
the  Supreme  Court  says: 

The  second  marriage  being  shown  in  fact,  the  law  raises  a  strong  presumption  in 
favor  of  its  legality,  which  we  do  not  reganl  as  overcome  by  mere  proof  of  nk  prior 
marriage,  and  that  the  first  wife  had  not  obtained  a  divorce. 

In  paragrapbsOdl,  in  the  first  volume  of  his  work  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  Mr.  Bishop  says: 

If,  while  this  presumption  of  the  c(>ntinue<l  life  of  an  absent  party  to  a  marriage 
remains,  the  other  enters  into  a  second  marriage,  the  presumption  of  the  innocence 
of  such  marriage  operates  as  a  counter  presumption  of  death.  Should  it  be  urged 
that  in  natural  reason  the  marriage  does  not  render  the  death  more  probable,  the 
reply  is  that  actual  belief  and  presumption  are  not  necessarily  identical,  yet  truly  the 
marriage  is  an  added  ground  for  inferring  death.  For  right-minded  men  and  women, 
as  all  are  assumed  to  be,  will  not  knowingly  commit  polygamy. 
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And  in  paragraph  956  the  author  sums  up  in  this  forceful  language: 

Every  intendment  of  the  law  leann  to  niatriniony.  When  a  marriage  has  been 
shown  in  evidence,  whether  n»Kular  or  irrejiriilar,  and  wliatever  the  form  of  proofed 
the  law  raim*t4  a  Htnin;;  preHiiniption  of  it^  legality — not  only  caMin^  the  burden  of 
proof  on  Uie  party  objectinjf,  but  reciuirin);  him  tlinmghout,  in  every  particular, 
to  make  plain  a^innt  the  conntant  pretwure  of  this  presumption,  the  truth  of  law 
and  fact  that  it  is  ille^l  and  void.  So  that  this  issue  itan  not  be  tried  like  the  onii- 
nary  ones,  which  art?  in<lej)endent  of  this  special  presumption.  And  the  strength  of 
the  presumption  increases  with  the  la{)se  of  time  through  which  the  parties  are 
cohabiting  as  man  ami  wife.  It  being  for  the  highest  good  of  the  parties,  of  the 
children,  and  of  the  (^onnnunity  that  all  intercourse  between  the  sexes  in  form  matri- 
monial should  be  such  in  fact,  the  law,  when  administered  by  enlightened  judges, 
seizes  upon  all  probabilities,  and  presses  into  its  ser^nce  all  things  else  which  can 
help  it,  in  each  particular  case,  to  sustain  the  maiTiage,  and  repel  the  conclusion  of 
unlawful  comment. 

See,  alHO,  Jennette  Burton  (9  P.O.,  31);  Ixmist^  C.  <  ^ermain  (11  r.D.,66);  Minerva 
Brown  (No.  76  Current  Series);  Mary  Cobuni  (11  P.  D.,  43). 

When  the  claimant  in  this  cjise  proved  as  a  fact  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois;  and  when 
this  marriage  was  followed  by  ('ohabitation  for  sixteen  years,  during 
which  period  she  l)ore  him  a  large  family  of  children,  her  pensionable 
status  was  established,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  she  entered  into 
said  marriage  while  she  had  a  former  hiLslmnd  living  and  undivorced. 
The  mere  presumption  of  life  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  those  pre- 
sumptions which  surround  the  celebration  of  a  marriage,  and  this  by 
the  vastly  greater  weight  of  authority  in  this  country. 

What  is  then  to  be  said  of  the  other  view  of  this  case,  that  the  sol- 
dier and  claimant  lived  and  cohabited  together  for  a  period  of  sixteen 
years  after  the  marriage?  Each  year  of  such  life  strengthened  the 
presumption  that  arose  at  the  fact  of  marriage  until  what  may  have 
been  a  rebuttable  presumption  ripened  into  an  almost  conclusive  one. 
The  special  examination  began  in  1S97,  thirty-one  years  after  Wil- 
liams' abandonment  of  the  claimant,  and  not  a  witnesss  wax<<  heard  to 
say  that  he  had  ever  been  heard  from  since  the  day  of  his  disappear- 
ance in  the  year  18G8. 

In  the  light  of  the  decisions  of  the  Illinois  courts,  and  the  broad 
doctrine  of  the  law  obtaining  everywhere  which  favors  lawful  mar- 
riage, and  sustains,  wherever  possible,  the  innocence  of  the  parties 
entering  that  sacred  relation,  it  clearly  appears  that  this  claimant  is 
the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed  and  the  papers  are 
herewith  returned  for  action  in  conformit}"  with  this  opinion. 
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PRACTICE -APPi£ALn-FEE    ANI>   MERIT   CLAIM. 

James  Hughes  (father,  claimant). 

T.  W.  Tallmadge  (attorney). 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  for  pension  upon  its  merits  can  not  be  reviewed 
upon  api)eal  from  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

A^fti^t(f?U  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pens^icns^ 

Ajyril  19^  1901. 

T.  W.  Tallmadge,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  January  23,  1901, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  in  the  matter  of  the 
fee  on  the  issue  of  July  9,  1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  of  James 
Hughes,  as  dependent  father  of  Patrick  Hughes,  deceased,  who  served 
as  first-class  fireman  on  ship  Maine^  United  States  Navy. 

The  appellant,  in  behalf  of  the  claimant,  on  September  26,  1898, 
filed  a  declaration  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension,  "  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890."  He  filed,  August  31,  1899,  arti- 
cles of  agreement  stipulating  for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25  and  the 
evidence  which  established  the  claim. 

On  July  9, 1900,  certificate  issued  to  allow  to  the  claimant,  as  depend- 
ent father  of  Patrick  Hughes,  deceased,  pension  under  the  provisions 
of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  On  said  issue  Mr. 
Tallmadge  was  certified  a  fee  of  $10.  Upon  appeal  he  contends  for 
the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25  under  said  articles  of  agreement. 

Appellant  contends,  in  substance,  that  pension  should  have  been 
allowed  under  the  general  law.  He  cites  the  decision  of  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Kathryne  A.  Ratcliflfe  (11  P.  D.,  171),  in  support 
of  his  contention. 

In  the  case  of  Kathryne  A.  Ratcliffe,  supiu,  the  Department  held 
thatH- 

An  apphcant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make  and 
prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Also  in  the  case  of  Kuthrina  Blitch  (11  P.  D.,  247),  the  Department 
held,  in  substance,  that  it  would  be  error  where  a  dependent  parent's 
claim  is  filed  and  prosecuted  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes, 
without  invoking  the  benefits  conferred  b}^  the  1st  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  "to  issue  certificate  as  under  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  by  section  1,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890." 

However,  the  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is  not  whether  pen- 
sion has  been  allowed  under  the  proper  law,  but  whether  the  correct 
fee  has  been  certified  to  the  attorney  for  his  services  in  securing  the 
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pension  which  has  ))een  allowed.  This  question  is  in  no  way  affected 
by  the  fa(.*t  that  a  person  ran  proserute  a  claim  for  a  dependent  parenf  s 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  18K), 
as  is  held  in  the  case  of  Katcliffe,  supra,  or  by  the  fact  that  it  would 
be  error  to  issue  certificate  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  ^7, 
1890,  when  the  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  under  the  provisions  of 
section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  is  held  in  the  case  of  Blatc*h,  supi^a. 

When  error  is  committed  in  the  adjudication  of  a  claim^  an  appeal 
will  lie  to  this  Department  for  the  correction  of  the  error.  However, 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  upon  the  merits  thereof  can  not  be 
reviewed  upon  appeal  from  its  action  in  the  matter  of  fee.  For  the 
question  presented  on  the  appeal  is  as  to  the  matter  of  fee  and  nothing 
in  addition  can  be  decided.  The  question  as  to  what  fee  shall  he  paid 
is  determined  from  the  record.  The  record  shows  what  pension  has 
been  secured,  and  the  law  fixes  the  amount  of  fee  to  be  certified  to  an 
attorney  for  his  services  in  securing  the  particular  pension  allowed. 
It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  onl}'  such  fee  can  be  certified  as  the  law  pro- 
vides for  the  pension  secured;  and,  as  before  said,  the  record  shows 
what  pension  has  been  allowed. 

The  appellant  complains  that  the  proper  fee  has  not  been  certified  to 
him;  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  contention  for  a  larger  fee  than 
has  been  certified  to  him,  he  declares  that  pension  should  have  lieen 
allowed  pursuant  to  some  law  other  than  that  under  which  the  claim 
was  approved.  But  he  has  taken  no  steps  looking  to  the  correction  of 
the  error  he  declares  has  })een  committed;  he  permits  the  error  to 
remain  uncorrected  and  takes  steps  looking  to  the  payment  of  a  fee  for 
services  in  such  claim  as  he  believes  should  have  been  allowed  by  the 
Bureau. 

The  i-ule  has  been,  and  in  conformity  therewith  this  Department  has 
invariably  held,  that  only  such  fee  shall  be  paid  as  the  law  directs  for 
such  pension  as  has  been  secured  b}^  an  attorney  for  a  claimant. 

In  this  case  pension  has  been  secured  by  the  appellant  under  the 
provisions  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  One  of  the 
plain  mandates  contained  in  section  4  of  said  act  is  that  a  fee  in  excess 
of  $10  can  not  be  paid  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  said  act;  therefore,  a  fee  in  excess  of  said  amount  can 
not  be  paid  for  such  services.  (See  case  of  Sarah  O.  Stockwell,  10  P.  D. , 
428.)  So  any  contention  as  to  the  legalit}'  of  the  Bureau's  action  in  a 
merit  claim  with  respect  to  the  pension  that  has  been  allowed  seiTe.^ 
no  purpose  upon  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  in  the  matter 
of  fee  as  an  argument  to  show  that  the  proper  fee  has  not  been  certified. 

It  appears  that  the  proper  fee  has  >)een  certified  to  this  appellant  for 
securing  an  allowance  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  and 
accordingly,  said  action  is  afiirmed.  r^^^^T^ 
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a>isix>yalty— section  4716  reviseh  statutes— evidence— record. 

James  H.  Rainey. 

The  record  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war 
in  Anderson ville,  Ga.,  in  February,  1865,  w^as  "transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neil, 
rebel  recruiting  officer,"  in  the  absence  of  proof  showing  enlistment  in  the  rebel 
army  or  performance  of  service  therein,  does  not  establish  the  fact  that  he 
aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

Atmstant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  tJie  Commi^hmer  of  Pensions^ 

A2yril  ^^,  1901, 

This  appellant,  James  H.  Rainey,  was  a  member,  from  August  20, 
1862,  to  August  9,  1865,  of  Companies  E  and  C,  Seventh  Tennessee 
Cavalr}^  and  in  September,  1891,  was  allowed  pension,  certificate  No. 
664705,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  in  March,  1895,  was 
dropped  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground  that  he  had  voluntarily  aided 
and  abetted  the  rebellion,  dropping  of  [tension  being  made  pursuant 
to  a  decision  by  the  Department  rendered  February  24,  1894,  affirm- 
ing rejection  in  December,  1883,  of  a  claim  filed  June  29,  1882,  under 
the  Revised  Statutes,  on  account  of  an  alleged  injury  of  breast  received 
in  the  summer  of  1863,  the  rejection  and  affirmance  being  based 
mainly,  if  not  solely,  upon  the  fact,  stated  of  record,  that  he  had 
been,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  in  Andersonville,  Ga.,  in  February, 
1865,  '*  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neil,  rebel  recruiting  officer." 

The  original  decision  of  February  24,  1894,  was  adhered  to  Sep- 
tember 6,  1894,  October  30,  1894,  Mai'ch  23,  1895,  and  November  15, 
1897.  The  claimant  then  applied  to  Congress,  and  a  special  act  was 
passed  and  approved  January  15,  1901,  directing  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  place  his  name  upon  the  rolls  at  $12  per  month,  which  has 
been  done. 

On  February  27,  1901,  he  filed  the  present  motion  for  reconsidera- 
tion, contending  that  the  reports  of  the  Congressional  committees  in 
re  bill  for  passage  of  said  special  act,  and  the  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  he  did  not  voluntarily  enlist  in  the  rebel  army  or  aid  or  abet 
the  rebellion,  and  that  his  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
should  be  restored  from  date  of  dropping. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  claimant  was  cap- 
tured March  24,  1864,  and  while  a  prisoner  of  .war  was  transferred,  as 
above  stated,  on  February  28, 1865,  and  was  returned  to  his  command 
April  18,  1865.  There  is  no  record  showing  his  enlistment  in  the 
Confederate  army,  and  he  denies  that  he  ever  did,  in  fact,  enlist 
therein  or  take  any  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  government, 
or  perform  any  Confedei-ate  service. 

He  explains  the  record  by  saying  that  when  a  call  for  volunteers  in 
the  Confederate  army  was  made  by  the  rebel  authorities  to  the  pris- 
oners he  and  others  responded  with  a  view  solely  of  thus  finding  a 
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wa}'  to  escape  rather  than  die  from  hunj^er  and  exposure  in  the 
prison.  He  wh»s  sick  at  the  time,  he  says,  but  was  taken  along  by  hLs 
c»omrades  and  plac^ed  in  Ocmulgce  Hospital,  at  Macon,  Ga.,  from 
which  place  he  made  his  escape. 

Claimant's  explanation  has  not  been  credited  because  of  the  apparent 
improbability  that  the  Confederate  recruiting  officer  would  have 
accepted  a  man  so  sick  as  to  be  unable  even  to  march,  as  claimant 
states  he  was,  he  being  carried  out,  he  says,  by  his  comrades  and 
placed  on  an  old  car  for  transportation. 

Two  comrades  cori'oborate  his  statement  that  he  and  the  others  with 
whom  he  went  on  ''transference''  to  Colonel  O'Neil  were  induced  to  do 
so  to  escape  the  rigors  of  their  prison  life  and  to  find  means  also  for 
escaping  from  the  Confederate  powers  and  rejoining  their  own  Union 
commands. 

This  wise  is  similar  to  that  of  John  H.  Kimball,  11  P.  D.,  12i,  136, 
in  which  the  Department  held  that — 

The  record  nhowing  the  transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  0*Neil,  rebel  recruit- 
ing ofiicer,  will  not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  army, 
but  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion. 

And  the  adverse  action  in  that  cuse  was  reversed  upon  failure  of  the 
proof  to  show  that  the  soldier,  Kimball,  did,  in  fact,  either  enlist  or 
perform  any  service  in  the  Confederate  army. 

So,  also,  in  the  present  cjise,  there  is  no  evidence  tending  even  to 
show  that  this  claimant  ever  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army,  or  ever 
performed  any  service  whatever  therein,  or  otherwise  did  anything 
whatever  to  aid  or  abet  the  rebellion.  He  denies,  under  oath,  that  he 
ever  took  any  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  government,  and 
there  is  no  evidence,  aside  from  the  bare  record,  tending  to  show  that 
he  did  ttike  such  an  oath  or  that  he  performed  any  service  in  that 
army.  According  to  his  story  he  lay  the  whole  time  after  his  trans- 
fer and  until  his  escape  in  the  rebel  hospital,  without  performing  any 
service.  The  mere  seeming  improbability  that  they  accepted  for  serv- 
ice a  very  sick  man  does  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  ground  for  refusing 
all  pension  to  this  claimant,  who  performed  nearly  two  years  of  faith- 
ful, active  service  and  suffered  ten  months  of  prison  hardships.  It 
may  have  })een  considered  by  the  rebel  recruiting  officers  that  claim- 
ant would  quickl}'  recover  from  his  sickness  by  reason  of  a  change 
from  the  prison  life  and  soon  be  able  to  enter  the  rebel  ranks  pursu- 
ant to  the  volunteer  offer. 

In  the  absence  of  any  proof  showing  his  enlistment  in  the  rebel  army 
or  performance  of  any  service  therein,  the  holding  that  he  voluntarily 
aided  and  al)etted  the  rebellion  does  not  appear  to  be  warranted. 
Claimant  was  under  Colonel  O'Neil  less  than  seven  weeks,  much  less 
time  than  was  Kimball,  and,  like  Kimball,  is  not  shown  to  have  actu- 
ally done  an}^  service  whatever  during  even  that  short  time.       , 
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I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  fails  to  establish  that  claimant 
voluntarily  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion.  This  motion  is,  therefore, 
sustained  and  the  action  of  March,  1895,  dropping  claimant  from  the 
rolls,  is  reversed. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  Revised  Statutes  on  the  ground 
that  service  origin  of  the  alleged  disability  is  not  established  will  stand, 
that  ground  of  action  having  been  fully  considered  on  the  original 
appeal,  and  then  claimant  having  made  no  contention  as  to  the  aiBim- 
ance  of  such  rejection  on  that  ground. 

You  will  readjudicate  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing. 


origin-disability-tncubation-typhoid  fever. 
Andrew  Forbes. 

This  claim  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that,  according  to  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  the  appellant  hecame  ill  in  eight  days  after  his  enlistment,  and 
that,  according  to  the  evidence  filed,  his  sickness  was  typhoid  fever;  and  that, 
according  to  medical  authorities,  the  period  of  eight  days  is  too  short  for  the 
incubation  of  said  disease,  which  was,  therefore,  not  contracted  in  the  service 
and  consequently  any  disability  arising  therefrom  is  not  pensionable. 

HM:  That  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  said  record  is  erroneous  as  to  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  soldier's  illness  and  that  the  statement  of  the  Bureau 
relative  to  the  jieriod  of  in(rul)ation  of  typhoid  fever  is  incorrecrt. 

Action  reverseil.  % 

AHMiiiiatd  Se<rret(n'y  F,  Z.  Camjibell  to  the  CoruintHHionei'  of  Ptrnj^loiiS^ 

April  ^^,  1901, 

This  appellant,  Andrew  Forbes,  late  private  of  Captain  Brown's 
Independent  Company  of  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Militia  Cavalry, 
applied  for  a  pension  on  July  13,  1889,  and  alleged  that  in  July, 
1863,  he  contracted  typhoid  fever,  was  trotted  in  camp  and  while  con- 
valescing began  to  be  troubled  with  diarrhea,  which  has  continued  to 
the  present  time,  and  soon  after  his  discharge  he  began  to  suffer  from 
rheumatism  and  bronchitis,  and  later  with  disease  of  heart. 

This  claim,  which  is  numbered  716303,  was  rejected  on  April  28, 
1896,  for  the  reason  that  the  typhoid  fever,  which  had  been  alleged 
as  the  cause  of  appellant's  disabilities,  was  not  contracted  in  the 
service,  but  was  incurred  prior  to  his  enlistment,  as  the  records  of 
the  War  Department  show  that  he  was  taken  sick  at  Chambersburg, 
Pa.,  on  June  28,  1863,  within  eight  days  after  his  enlistment  and 
because  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  more  than  eight 
days. 

The  attorney  of  record  in  the  claim  filed  an  appeal  from  this  action 
on  November  17,  1898,  and  alleged  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was 
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erroneous  be<^»use  appellant  was  not  sick  at  Chambersburg,  Pa.,  on 
June  28,  18G3;  that  he  was  not  siek  until  July  H,  1883;  that  the  Con- 
fedemte  army  wan  in  posseasion  of  Chaniljersburg  on  June  28,  1863, 
and  that  he  could  not  have  l>een  there  at  that  time  unless  he  had  been 
a  prisoner  of  war,  which  he  was  not. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  appellant  was 
enrolled  on  June  20,  1863,  and  was  mustered  out  on  August  1:  1S^3; 
that  Captain  Brown's  company  was  ordered,  on  July  8,  to  leave  Harris- 
burg,  Pa.,  and  prwoed  to  Chambersburg,  Pa.,  and  that  the  muster-out 
rolls  of  the  company,  dated  August  1,  1863,  reported  the  appellant 
absent— sick  at  Chaml)ersburg,  Pa.,  since  June  28,  1863. 

On  Deceml)er  30, 188J>,  the  attorney  filed  an  affidavit  from  James  C. 
Forbes,  who  was  a  comrade  of  the  appellant,  in  which  he  stated  that 
the  soldier  conti-acted  typhoid  fever  at  Clear  Spring,  Md.,  in  July, 
1863,  and  that  he,  the  affiant,  was  detailed  to  take  charge  of  him  in 
camp.  This  affidavit  and  a  statement  from  the  attorney,  in  which  he 
endeavored  to  show  that  the  record  was  erroneous,  were  sent  to  the 
War  Department  with  Its  former  report  with  the  inquiry  whether,  in 
view  of  the  statements  and  of  the  fjict  that  the  command  did  not  leave 
Harrisburg  until  tJuly  4  (?),  1863,  and  had  not  f>een  absent  from  that 
city  prior  to  that  date,  the  Department  reix>rt  showing  the  soldier  as 
absent,  sick  at  Cham})ersburg,  Pa.,  on  June  28,  1863,  was  not  incor- 
rect, and  whether  the  date  should  not  be  July  28,  1S63.  To  these 
inquiries  the  War  Department  replied  under  date  of  April  22,  1898, 
that  the  report  of  November  29,  1889,  which  showed  the  soldier  sick 
at  Chambers})urg,  Pa.,  since  June  28,  1863,  was  correct. 

In  1895,  the  case  was  specially  examined  and  the  soldier  stated  to 
the  special  examiner  that  he  was  with  his  regiment  at  Harrisburg,  Pa., 
until  July  4,  1863,  when  they  went  to  Chambersburg,  which  they 
reached  on  the  7th;  they  remained  there  for  about  three  days  and  then 
went  to  Falling  Water,  Md.,  and  from  there  to  Clear  Spring  in  the 
same  State;  that  he  thought  that  the  journey  from  Harrisburg  to  Clear 
Spring,  occupied  nine  days;  that  he  was  perfectly  well  when  the^' 
arrived  at  the  latter  place,  but  two  or  three  days  later  he  became  sick, 
and  when  his  company  returned  to  Chaml)ersburg,  a  few  days  later, 
he  was  able  to  accompany  it,  but  when  his  company  left  Chamliers- 
burg,  which  was  about  July  15,  he  was  unable  to  travel  and  was  left 
behind  in  the  care  of  Dr.  Shaw,  who  was  a  resident  physician  of  that 
town,  with  whom  he  remained  until  August  1,  1863,  when  he  had 
recovered  sufficiently  so  that  he  could  go  to  Harrisburg,  where  he  was 
mustered  out  on  the  same  day. 

The  statements  of  the  appellant  relative  to  his  presence  with  his 
company  in  Harrisburg  in  July  were  corroborated  by  the  statements 
of  the  captain  of  his  company,  who  told  the  special  examiner  that  his 
company  left  Harrisburg  on  the  2d  of  July  and  that  they  were  exposed 
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to  a  rain  storm  soon  after  their  start,  and  that  the  appellant  was  taken 
sick  on  the  next  day  and  was  left  in  a  house  near  Chambersburg,  which 
place  the}^  reached  on  the  5th  or  6th  of  July. 

Jamea  C.  Forbes,  who  was  a  comrade  of  the  appellant,  but  is  not 
related  to  him,  told  the  special  examiner  that  he  had  been  acquainted 
with  the  appellant  before  enlistment  and  tented  with  him  in  the  service; 
that  he,  the  appellant,  was  taken  with  typhoid  fever  at  Clear  Spring, 
Md.,  severar weeks  after  enlistment;  that  he  assisted  him  to  return  to 
Chambei-sburg,  Pa.,  with  the  company,  and  that  he  was  detailed  to 
wait  on  him  and  did  so  until  the  company  left  Chambersburg  to  return 
to  Harrisburg,  shortly  before  it  was  mustered  out;  that  as  the  appel- 
lant was  unable  to  accompany  the  command  he  was  left  behind  in  the 
charge  of  a  physician  residing  in  Chambersburg. 

Dr.  Alexander  R.  Shaw,  of  Philadelphia,  told  the  special  examiner 
that  he  was  residing  at  Chambersburg  |in  1863,  and  remembered  that 
he  took  a  soldier,  who  was  sick  with  typhoid  fever,  into  his  house  and 
treated  him  because  he  was  unable  to  go  with  his  command;  that  he 
never  had  but  one  soldier  sick  in  his  house,  but  could  not  recall 
whether  he  treated  him  before  or  after  July  4,  1863,  nor  could  he 
remember  his  name. 

It  appears  from  the  Chronicles  of  the  War  of  the  Rebellion  that 
the  Confederate  cavalry,  which  was  the  advance  guard  of  General 
Lee's  army  in  its  invasion  of  Pennsylvania,  entered  Chambersburg  on 
June  16,  1863,  and  that  on  June*23,  1863,  said  town  was  reoceupied 
by  the  Confederate  army  in  force,  which,  passing  onward,  reached 
Carlisle  and  Gettysburg  on  the  26th  and  captured  York  on  the  27th. 
On  July  1  a  body  of  Union  militia,  finding  that  the  Confederate  forces 
had  withdrawn  from  Carlisle,  took  possession  of  that  place  but  were 
attacked  during  the  afternoon  by  the  Confederates,  and  the  United 
States  barracks  were  burned  during  the  cannonade.  During  the  bat- 
tles of  the  1st,  2d,  and  3rd  of  July^  the  Confederate  army  was  concen- 
trated at  Gettysburg,  and  after  their  defeat  retreated  through  Cham- 
bersburg and  finally  I'ecrossed  the  Potomac  into  Virginia  on  July  13, 
1863. 

The  appellant  was  residing  in  Rome,  Bradford  County,  Pa.,  which 
is  in  the  northern  central  part  of  the  State,  when  he  enlisted  and  went 
down  to  Harrisburg  to  the  camp  of  rendezvous,  and  was  mustered  into 
the  service  there  on  the  20th  of  June.  At  this  time,  as  has  been 
shown,  the  cavalry  of  the  enemy  had  already  entered  Chambersburg 
and  were  followed  a  few  days  later  by  the  main  army,  which  pushed 
its  way  northward  to  Carlisle  and  Gettysburg  by  the  26th. 

As  the  records  of  the  War  Department  and  the  evidence  filed  show 
that  the  appellant's  command  was  at  Harrisburg  until  after  the  1st  of 
July,  it  does  not  appear  to  be  possible  that  the  soldier  could  have  left 
it  and,  by  making  a  detour,  alone,  have  reached  a  position  at  Cham- 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


332  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

Iwrsburg  in  the  rear  of  the  enemy  on  the  26th  of  June,  and  have 

remained  there  during  the  period  of  their  invasion  until  August  1, 18H3. 

In  the  ea8e  of  Stephen  Thompson  (7  P.  D.,  26),  it  wa«  held  that — 

An  official  contemporaneous  rwoni  is  the  l)e8t  evidence  as  to  the  facts  therein  redted, 
and  will  generally  be  accepted  by  the  Dei»rtment  as  conclusive.  It  may,  how- 
ever, l)e  shown  by  competent  proof  to  have  been  erroneous,  but  this  proof  tuu^  be 
of  the  Htrongest  character. 

The  evidence  in  this  ease  shows  that  it  would  have  been  impossible 
for  the  appellant  to  have  left  his  command  at  Harrisburg  at  any  time 
between  the  date  of  his  enlistment  on  June  20, 1863,  and  make  his  way 
alone  through  a  country  infested  with  the  enemy's  troops  until  be 
reached  Chambersburg,  which  was  then  in  their  possession,  and 
remained  there  unmolested  from  June  28  until  after  they  had  reerossed 
the  Potomac  River. 

The  opinion  of  the  Bureau  that  eight  days  is  too  short  a  period  for 
the  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  conclu- 
sions reached  by  the  commission  which  was  appointed  by  the  United 
States  to  investigate  and  report  upon  the  prevalence  of  typhoid  fever 
among  the  American  soldiers  in  1898.  One  of  their  statements  g-iven 
as  a  result  of  their  investigation  is  as  follows:  "•  The  shortest  period 
of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  probably  something  under  eight  days/^ 
See  article,  entitled:  "Conclusions  reached  after  a  study  of  typhoid 
fever  among  American  soldiers  in  1898,"  read  before  American  Medic«I 
Association  at  its  meeting  at  Atlantic  City,  N.  J.,  in  June,  1900,  and 
puldished  in  the  Philadelphia  Medical  Journal,  on  pages  1315  to  1325, 
'  in  June  of  that  year. 

It  is  evident  from  the  facts  in  this  case  that  the  report  of  the  War 
Department  is  incorrect  in  stating  the  date  of  the  commencement  of 
the  appellant's  illness  and  that  the  Bureau  has  erred  in  stating  that 
eight  days  is  too  short  a  period  for  the  incubation  of  typhoid  fever. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  is  therefore  reversed  and  the  case  is 
remanded  for  further  action  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


DESERTION— SERVICK—IIONOIIAIII^K  DISCHARGE. 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  H.  Burns. 

The  appellant  first  enliHte<l,  under  the  name  of  Patrick  H.  Burns,  for  two  years,  in 
Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Vohmte<»r  Infantry,  and  8er\'ed  therein 
until  February,  1802,  when  he  deaerted,  and  was  never  formally  distcimrged 
therefrom.  He  enlisted  a  setrond  time  on  August  7,  1862,  while  a  deserter  from 
said  organization,  under  his  correct  name  of  Henry  P.  Bums,  for  three  years,  in 
Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  and  served  therein  until  June  26, 
1865,  w^hen  he  was  mustered  out  and  honorably  dischanfed  the  service  with  said 
company.  He  was  i^ensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law 
for  an  injury  to  head  and  back,  incurred  in  July,  1864,  during  his  second  tenn 
of  enlistment  On  February  9,  1897,  he  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  because  of 
his  desertion  from  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 
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Held:  That  appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York 
Volunteer  Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long  prior  to  the  incurrence  of 
the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense  of  desertion  terminated  with 
said  contract  of  enlistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  he 
wa«  no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  of  military  duty  under  his  second 
enlistment,  and  occupied  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  action  dropping  him  from 
the  rolls  because  of  desertion  from  his  first  service  was  error.  (See  case  of  John 
Norton,  9P.D.,  382.) 

AssisUint  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  CominissiAni^r  of  PcTis^lons^ 

April  ^7,  1901. 

Henry  P.  Burns,  late  a  private  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volun- 
teer Heavy  Artillery,  was  formerly  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of 
the  general  pension  law  at  the  rate  of  %10  per  month  for  an  jnjury  to 
head  and  back  and  resulting  neuralgia,  and  on  February  9,  1897,  he 
was,  after  due  and  legal  notice,  dropped  from  the  rolls  and  his  pension 
terminated  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  deserted  from  his  first  term 
of  enlistment  for  military  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  in 
Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  had 
never  been  discharged  therefrom. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  August  17,  1900. 

The  official  military  record  of  this  appellant's  army  service  during 
the  war  of  the  rebellion  shows  that  he  first  enlist^ed  on  May  7,  1861, 
under  the  name  of  Patrick  H.  Burns,  in  Company  B,  Thirty -fifth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  for  a  term  of  two  years,  and  was  mustered 
into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  for  a  term  of  two  years, 
as  a  private  in  said  company,  on  June  11,  1861,  and  served  therein 
until  the  month  of  February,  1862,  when  he  deserted  from  hospital  at 
Elmira,  New  York,  on  some  date  prior  to  the  28th  of  said  month,  the 
exact  date  of  said  desertion  not  being  shown.  He  never  rejoined  said 
company  and  regiment  from  desertion,  and  never  received  a  formal 
discharge  therefrom. 

He  enlisted  a  second  time  on  August  7,  1862,  while  still  a  deserter 
from  his  first  term  of  enlistment,  under  his  correct  name  of  Henry  P. 
Burns,  in  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Heavy  Artillery, 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  and  seiTed  in  said  organization  from  that 
date  to  June  26,  1865,  when  he  was  mustered  out  and  discharged  the 
service  with  his  company. 

The  appellant's  first  contract  of  enlistment  for  military  service  in 
Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  was  for  a  term 
of  two  years  from  June,  1861,  and  expired  by  limitation  in  June,  1863, 
the  record  showing  that  said  company  was  mustered  out  of  the  service 
by  reason  of  expiration  of  term  of  enlistment  on  June  5,  1863. 

The  injury  to  head  and  back  for  which  the  appellant  was  pensioned 
was  alleged  by  him  and  shown  by  the  evidence  upon  which  his  claim  for 
pension  on  account  of  said  injury  wa.s  admitted  to  hi^Yje^J^^exLlBQU^i^Qd 
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in  July,  IftW,  while  he  was  serving  under  his  second  contract  of  enEst- 
ment  in  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Heavy  Artillery. 

Said  injury  wa«,  therefore,  inc*urred  more  than  a  year  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  appellant's  first  ti»rm  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty- 
fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

The  a<*tion,  dropping  this  appellant  from  the  rolls  from  which  thii? 
appeal  was  taken,  was  had  under  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the 
case  of  George  Lessor  (8  P.  D.,  114),  wherein  it  was  held: 

That  a  claiaiant  against  whom  there  stands  a  chai>^  of  deHertion  under  an  enlist- 
ment for  Hervice  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  which  charge  the  War  Department 
declines  to  remove,  has  no  title  to  pension  under  any  existing  law  on  accoant  of  dia- 
ability  incurred  in  said  war,  or  service  performed  therein. 

This  ruling  and  decision  was  subsequently,  however,  partially  over- 
ruled, and  very  greatly  modified  hy  the  decision  in  the  c^ase  of  John 
Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382),  wherein  the  whole  subject  of  desertion  in  its 
relation  to,  and  l>earing  upon  pensions,  and  claimants  for  pension,  was 
most  thoroughly  and  exhaustively  discussed  and  carefully  considered, 
and  the  present  views  and  holding  of  this  Department  announced. 

In  said  decision  it  was  stated,  among  other  conclusions  reached,  as 
follows: 

If  the  disability  was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while 
the  claimant  was  a  def«erter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  HU(;h  reenltstnient,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  w^hile  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 
command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  foregoing  ruling  holds  that  a  disability 
incurred  in  the  service  ^'  while  the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior 
enlistment''  was  not  pensionable,  and  this  not  simply  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  deserter  from  such  prior  enlistment,  as  was  held  in  the 
Lessor  case,  but  solely  upon  the  ground  that  at  the  time  of  its  incur- 
rence he  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  for  the  reason  that  he  was  then 
absent  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract 
of  enlistment 

It  was  also  laid  down  in  said  decision  in  the  Norton  case  (supra),  as 
a  correct  principle  of  law  governing  the  question  of  desertion,  follow- 
ing the  opinion  of  Attorney-General  Taft  (15  Op.,  157),  which  is 
therein  quoted  with  approval — 

that  the.  contract  of  enliKtment  must  in  all  cases,  even  in  that  of  desertion,  be  regarded 
as  having  expire<l  when  the  last  day  of  the  term  of  enlistment  therein  fixed  baa 
ela])8ed.  And  since  the  obligation  to  serve  depends  on  the  contract,  and  neces- 
sarily ceases  therewith,  the  offense  of  desertion,  on  grounds  already  set  forth,  must 
be  deemed  to  terminate  at  the  same  time.  In  short,  that  offense  may  be  viewed  as 
continuing  up  t^)  the  en<l  of  the  term  of  enlistment,  but  not  beyond. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  it  is 
apparent  that  this  appellant  can  not  be  considered  as  having  been  in 
desertion  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  the  injurv  foMS^hich  he  was 

..gitizedbyLiOOgre 


DECISIONS   BELATIKG    TO   PENSIONS.  335 

formerly  pensioned,  for  his  first  contract  of  enlistment  had  expired 
by  limitation  lon^  prior  thereto,  and  his  desertion  from  his -first  term 
of  enlistment  necessarily  terminated  with  the  expiration  of  said  con- 
tract Said  injury  was,  therefore,  not  incurred  while  the  appellant 
was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment;  nor  can  it  be  held  that  it  was 
not  incurred  in  line  of  duty  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  then  absent 
from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlist- 
ment, since  his  former  conti*act  of  enlistment  having  expired  there 
was  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  no  existing  legal  obli- 
gation resting  upon  the  appellant  to  serve  in  his  former  command, 
nor  could  he  have  been  held  to  such  service  except  as  a  punishment  for 
his  offense  of  desertion  duly  imposed  by  sentence  of  a  court-martial. 

It  is  true  that  the  enlistment  of  this  appellant  in  Company  M,  Fifth 
New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  was  at  a  date  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
his  first  term  of  service  under  his  former  contract  of  enlistment  in 
Company  B,  Thirty -fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  while  he 
was  undoubtedly  a  deserter  from  said  latter  organization,  and  was, 
therefore,  illegal  and  in  violation  of  the  twenty-second  (now  fiftieth) 
article  of  war,  but  it  is  held  by  the  authorities  of  the  War  Department 
that  the  validity  of  a  second  term  of  enlistment,  if  faithfully  per- 
formed, while  the  first,  by  reason  of  desertion,  is  yet  unfinished — 

Is  voidable  by  the  United  States,  but  not  void;  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  is  valid 
until  avoided  by  the  United  States;  so  that  if  it  be  not  avoided  l)efore  its  expiration 
it  becomes  a  complete,  l^al  term  of  service.  (See  case  of  John  Turner,  First  Iowa 
Infantry,  cited  in  decision  in  case  of  George  l^^essor,  supra.) 

The  record  shows  that  this  appellant's  service  under  his  second  con- 
tract of  enlistment  was  faithfully  performed,  and  that  the  United 
States  took  no  steps  to  avoid  said  service  by  arresting  him  as  a  deserter 
and  returning  him  to  his  proper  command  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
his  first  term  of  enlistment,  but  permitted  him  to  complete  the  same 
and  honorably  discharged  him  therefrom.  Under  said  holding  of  the 
War  Department,  which  has  been  held  to  }>e  authoritative  and  binding 
upon  this  Department  in  such  matters,  said  second  term  of  service 
becomes  and  was  a  "legal  term  of  service,"  and  it  necessarily  follows 
that  the  appellant  must  have  been  in  line  of  military  d^ty  as  a  soldier 
at  the  time  said  injury  was  incurred. 

The  action  dropping  the  appellant  from  the  rolls  upon  the  ground 
stated  was,  therefore,  clearly  erroneous  under  the  principles  and  rul- 
ing laid  down  in  the  Norton  decision  (supra),  and  said  action  is  hereby 
reversed  and  set  aside,  and  you  arc  directed  to  cause  the  appellant  to 
be  restored  to  the  rolls  from  the  date  of  dropping  and  at  the  same 
rating  he  wae  then  receiving. 
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Pit  AC  TICK— RED  It  TION  RATE  -AC  T  .1 1'  NE  2  7 ,  1800. 

Mary  M.  De  GouisH  (wiim)w). 

The  ratf  nf  '^  jH»r  month,  U)  whirh  thin  boKIUt  waw  nnliMt^l,  a{>i>ean4  t**  In*  fairly 
roiniuruFurato  to  the  (h^gree  of  iucaiuicity  for  eariiin}^  a  Hiii>iK)rt  sli«»wii  to  have 
exi»te<l. 

Ani^itttiint  Srct't'tfinj  I'\  L.  (\iiiqphi'll  to  tJie   ComtfUJiHlotu'r  <{f  l*enj<!om. 

Apr!!  J(\  1901. 

Thi8  appellant,  Mary  M.  De  Gough,  is  now  iiensioned,  cei-titicafce 
No.  462755,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S?M),  a8  the  widow  of  Thoma.s 
L.  De  Gough,  who  was  a  member,  from  April  21,  1S()1,  to  January 
26,  1S64,  of  Company  K,  First  Missouri  Light  Artillery,  and  died 
Septeml>er  5,  1SJ)7. 

In  November,  IStM,  said  soldi(»r  was  allowed  pension,  certiticate 
No.  6S4549,  under  said  act  at  1^12  per  month  on  account  of  injury  of 
left  leg,  deafness  of  right  ear,  and  loss  of  sight  of  right  eye;  but  in 
April,  1895,  was  reduced  to  Jf8  per  month,  pursuant  to  the  dec^ision  of 
the  Department  in  the  «ise  of  C'harles  T.  Bennett  (7  P.  D.,  1). 

On  Juno  15, 1S9S,  said  widow  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  from  date 
of  reduction  of  the  original  inite  allowed  the  soldier,  but  was  informed 
July  9,  1808,  and  again  N()veml)er  12,  1808,  that  such  claim  could  not 
be  (considered  l)ecause  ''  the  soldier  drew  the  I'educed  rate  for  over  two 
yeai's  without  demur.'' 

On  December  12,  lst»s,  she  ap^K^aled,  contending  that  this  claim 
should  be  adjudii'ated  and  allowed. 

In  March,  1000,  without  notice  to  the  Dejwirtment,  the  appealed 
claim  was  adjudicated  liyyour  Bureau,  the  action  of  Jul}'  and  Novem- 
ber, 1808,  being  held  by  the  adjudicating  division  (the  Southern)  to 
have  been  ""  under  a  misconception  of  the  Hughes  decision  (0  P.  D., 
152),  which  has  since  })een  defined  l)y  the  Heinrichs  decision  (10  P.  D., 
321).^' 

The  claim  was  then  adjudicatcnl  as  one  ''  under  the  act  of  March  (5, 
1806,"  and  was  rejected,  reduction  of  lute  ])eing  adhered  to. 

This  action  by  your  Bureau  subse(|uent  to  the  appeal  wjis  contrary 
to  the  rules  of  practice  n^lative  to  appeals,  which  pro\dde  that  no 
further  action  in  an  appealed  claim  shall  })e  taken  ])y  the  Bureau  with- 
out the  order  of  the  Dei>artment. 

Furthermore,  the  action  tiiken  was  erroneous  in  itself.  The  lu't  of 
March  6,  1806,  has  no  application  to  this  case,  as  it  applies,  by  its 
termj;,  only  to  cases  where  several  claims  have  ]>een  filed  by  a  soldier, 
and  it  relates  mereh'  to  the  commencement  of  pension  in  such  cases. 

It  provides  that— 

whenever  a  claim  for  pennion  iin<lor  the  art  of  June  27, 1890,  has  been,  or  shall  here- 
after lx»,  n»jected,  HusiH'nded,  or  (iisinisst'd,  and  a  new  application  shall  have  been, 
or  shall  here^ifter  be,  iiletl,  ami  a  ]>onsion  liAs  Ikhmi,  or  shall  her<»after  l»e,  allowed  in 
Huch  claim,  such  pension  shall  tlate  from  the  time  of  filing  the  firet  application, 
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In  this  caije  the  soldier  tiled  but  one  claim  for  pension,  which  was 
allowed,  pension  dating  from  the  tiling  of  the  claim.  There  was  no 
rejection,  suspension,  or  dismissal  of  one  claim  and  filing  of  another, 
as  contemplated  in  that  act,  and  no  facts  which  could  bring  the  case 
within  the  provisions  thereof,  as  pension  was  properly  commenced 
from  the  only  possible  date  for  commencement  in  the  case,  and  no 
question  as  to  commencement,  the  only  point  to  which  the  act  of 
March  6,  1896,  relates,  could  arise. 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is  whether  a  pensioner's  widow  may 
contest,  either  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  or  on  appeal  (and  if  she  has 
the  former  right  she  necessarily  has  also  the  latter),  the  propriety  of 
a  reduction  of  his  pension,  to  which  he  himself  made  no  formal  objec- 
tion during  his  lifetime. 

It  has  been  uniformly  and  repeatedly  held  that  a  widow  has  no  right 
to  file  an  original  claim  for  re-i-ating  or  for  increase  of  her  deceased 
husband's  pension,  although  she  may  complete  any  such  claim  filed  by 
him  and  left  pending  at  his  death  (Caroline  E.  G.  Colby,  7  P.  D.,  24); 
also,  that  she  may  appeal  from  rejection,  prior  to  his  death,  of  any 
such  claim  (William  H.  Hughes,  deceased,  9  P.  D.,  152),  or  from 
action  as  to  commencement  of  his  pension  under  the  acts  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  March  6,  1896  (William  Heinrichs,  10  P.  D.,  321). 

The  soldier  in  this  case  unquestionably  had  the  right  to  appeal  from 
the  action  reducing  his  pension.  His  widow  also,  then,  has  this  right, 
under  the  decisions  in  the  case  of  Hughes,  supiii;  and  if  such  right 
exist,  the  soldier  during  his  lifetime,  or  his  widow  after  his  death 
mast,  consistently,  l>e  held  to  have  also  the  further  right  to  file  addi- 
tional evidence  as  to  the  merits  of  the  reduction,  and  in  case  such  evi- 
dence is  held  not  suflScient  to  warrant  restoration  of  the  former  rate, 
to  file  an  appeal  also  from  such  holding. 

When  notice  of  contemplated  reduction  was  served  upon  the  soldier 
in  December,  1894,  he  filed  the  affidavit  of  his  physician  stating,  from 
an  examination  then  made,  that  he  was  rendered  ^'  incapable  of  manual 
labor  at  least  about  75  per  cent;"  and  it  was  in  accordance  with  this 
testimony  and  the  certificate  of  an  examination  made  in  June,  1891 
(the  only  one  in  the  case),  that  the  pension  was  reduced,  said  examina- 
tion  clearly  showing  that  the  soldier  was  not,  at  the  date  thereof, 
wholly  incapacitated  for  earning  a  support. 

The  widow  has  filed  affidavits  by  several  other  physicians  tending  to 
show  that  the  soldier  was  wholly  unable  to  labor  for  about  two  years 
prior  to  his  death,  or  from  the  fall  of  1895.  This  testimony,  however, 
is  not  sufficient  to  controvert  that  of  the  soldier's  own  physician,"  who 
examined  him  in  January,  1895,  three  months  only  prior  to  the  reduc- 
tion of  pension,  and  found  him  then  but  three-fourths  disabled  for 
labor. 

The  reduction  in  rate  appears  to  have  been  entirelv  proper,  and  is 
affirmed. 

p.  D. — VOL.  11 '2*2 
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RESTOllATION-ACT  JANUARY  «0,  1887— REMARIil AGE. 

DoiiA  V.  Otis,  now  Crowley  (as  widow). 

Sei'tion  4708  of  the  Revine*!  Statutes  it*  applica!)^  to  widows  pensioned  under  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  January  2^),  1S87,  and  upon  the  reniarriage  of  the  \vid«iw 
j>ensi(^ner  she  becoinen  no  longer  entititnl  to  the  pension  under  the  provisions  fd 
said  first  section,  the  i>n)visions  of  tlie  second  section  providing  for  the  continu- 
ance and  enjoyment  of  such  i)ension  (iuring  the  natural  lives  of  the  i^nons?  enti- 
tle<l  thereto  being  no  longer  applicable  to  her, 

Ai<sif<ta)it  Scc^i'tary  F,  Z.   CamjMl  to  the  Vnmmhsloner  of  Pe^i^itm^^^ 

Matf  6\  1901, 

This  i.s  a  motion,  filed  November  4,  1891),  pi-aying  for  a  reconsideni- 
tion  of  the  decision  of  this  Department  of  September  30,  1899,  affirm- 
ing on  appeal  the  rejection  by  the  Pension  Bureau  of  the  application 
of  Doi-a  V.  Crowley,  fonnerly  Otis,  for  restoration  of  the  pension  that 
had  formerly  been  allowed  her  under  the  provisions  of  the  a<*t  of  Jan- 
uary 29,  1887,  as  the  surviving  widow  of  Charles  R.  Otis,  who  .sen'ed 
as  a  private  in  Company  G,  Sixteenth  United  States  Infant n%  during 
the  Mexican  war,  upon  the  ground  that  she  had  forfeited  her  title  to 
such  pension  b}-  her  remarriage  in  July,  1892,  to  one  Covel  R.  Crowley. 

In  the  present  motion  it  is  very  earnestly  contended  that  said  action 
and  decision  are  not  in  accord  with  the  provisions  of  the  second  section 
of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  that  the  pension  therein  provided  .shall 
be  paid  for  and  during  the  natural  life  of  the  person  entitled  thereto, 
or  during  the  continuance  of  the  disability  for  which  the  same  shall  be 
granted;  that  this  provision  is  clearly  inconsistent  and  in  conflict  with 
the  provision  of  section  4708,  Revised  Statutes,  that  on  the  remarria^ 
of  any  widow  having  a  pension  such  pension  shall  cease,  and,  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  fourth  section  of  said  act,  only  such  provisions  of 
the  general  pension  laws  in  force  at  the  date  of  its  passage  as  were  not 
inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  the  terms  of  said  act  were  applicable 
thereto;  and  that  no  provision  of  law  existed  which  limited  the  continu- 
ance of  the  pension  granted  to  a  widow  under  the  provisions  of  said  act 
to  the  period  of  her  widowhood. 

This  was  the  same  question  which  was  raised  by  and  urged  in  sup- 
port of  the  appeal  in  this  case,  and  it  would  seem  to  have  been  suffi- 
ciently answered  and  disposed  of  in  the  decision  of  the  Department 
rendered  on  said  appeal. 

In  addition  to  what  was  there  said,  however,  it  maj^  be  stated  that 
the  grant  of  pension  provided  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887,  is,  by  the  express  teims  of  the  act,  made  directly  to  and 
only  to  the  widow  of  the  Mexican  war  soldier,  and  such  widow  is* 
entitled  to  receive  the  same  only  upon  the  condition  that  she  has  not 
remarried.  The  language  of  said  section,  when  construed  in  connec- 
tion with  all  other  provisions  of  the  pension  laws  in  pari  materia. 
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clearly  and  unmistakably  shows  that  it  was  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
the  ai't  to  grant  such  pension  to  the  widow  of  the  soldier  and  to  no  one 
else,  and  that  no  person  other  than  the  widow  of  the  soldier  would  be 
entitled  thereto.  The  reason  and  intent  of  the  statute  is  the  law.  Con- 
sequently, when  the  widow  pensioner  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
1887,  remarries  and  ceases  to  be  the  widow  of  the  Mexican  war  soldier, 
on  account  of  whose  military  service  and  death  said  pension  was 
granted,  she  is  no  longer  entitled  to  receive  said  pension  under  the 
tenus  of  the  act  granting  the  same. 

The  second  section  of  said  act  provides  for  the  payment  of  the  pen- 
sion granted  by  the  first  section  ''for  and  during  the  natural  lives  of 
the  persons  entitled  thereto,  or  during  the  continuance  of  the  disability 
for  which  the  same  shall  be  granted."  It  is  only  ''  the  persons  entitled 
thereto"  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  to  whom  such  pen- 
sion is  payable  for  and  during  their  natural  lives,  or  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  disability,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section. 
The  continuance  and  enjoyment  of  the  pension  during  life,  or  the 
existence  of  the  disability,  is  provided  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  for 
no  other  persons,  or  class  of  persons  whatever. 

Since,  upon  the  remarriage  of  the  widow  pensioner  she  becomes  no 
longer  entitled  to  the  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  section 
of  said  act,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section,  providing  for  the  con- 
tinuance and  enjoyment  of  such  pension  during  the  natural  lives  of 
the  persons  entitled  thereto,  are  no  longer  applicable  to  her,  and  there 
is  no  conflict  or  inconsistency  in  applying  to  her  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4708,  Revised  Statutes,  which  terminate  the  pensions  of  all  widow 
pensioners  upon  remarriage. 

For  these  reasons,  in  addition  to  those  stated  in  the  decision  on  the 
appeal  of  this  case,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  no  error  was 
committed  by  the  decision  referred  to,  or  by  the  action  of  the  Pension 
Bureau,  thereby  affirmed,  and  said  decision  and  action  will,  therefore, 
be  adhered  to,  and  the  motion  is  overruled. 


marriage  in  louisiana-evidence— presumptions. 
Minna  Wilson  (widow). 

There  being  no  proof  or  facte  warranting  the  presumption  of  a  prior  marriage  by  the 
soldier,  and  the  undisputed  evidence  showing  that  claimant  and  soldier  lived 
and  cohabited  together  as  man  and  wife  for  eleven  years  in  the  State  of  Louisiana, 
the  law  of  that  State  would  presume  them  married,  and  the  claimant  is  therefore 
entitled  to  pension  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Cmnmisaioner  of  Pensions^ 

May  8,  1901. 

Minna,  widow  of  Hiram  Wilson,  late  private,  Company  C,  Sixty- 
third  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration  for 
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pension  under  the  ac-t  of  June  27,  1890,  September  26,  189<).  April 
23,  1894,  this  claim  was  rejected,  after  special  examination,  on  the 
following  ground: 

That  claimant  is  imable,  with  the  assistance  of  a  special  examination,  to  prove  that 
she  is  the  soldier's  legal  widow.  Soldier  left  surviving  a  child,  not  by  claimant,  and 
claimant  is  unable  to  show  removal  of  impediment  afforded  by  prior  maniage  to 
mother  of  eaid  child. 

November  15,  1898,  the  claimant,  by  her  attorneys,  filed  an  appeal 
to  the  Department,  alleging  as  grounds  therefor  the  following: 

It  is  submitted  that  the  action  of  rejection  is  error  on  the  ground  (1)  that  a  legal 
marriage  of  the  Holdier  prior  to  his  marriage  to  the  claimant  is  not  shown  by  the  e\-i- 
dence,  and  (2)  that  the  claimant  is  not  obliged  to  prove  the  death  or  divorce  of  a 
possible  former  wife,  but  that,  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  own  marriage  to  the  sol- 
dier, the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  Government  to  disprove  its  legality,  according  to 
a  well-known  rule  of  law,  and  according  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Jenette  Burton 
(9  P.  D.,  31). 

This  appeal  mises  the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  marriage 
between  the  claimant  and  soldier. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  rejection  obtained  because  the  claimant  did 
not  prove  that  a  supposed  former  wife  of  the  soldier  was  not  dead  or 
divorced  at  the  date  of  the  man-iage,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
claim.  This  cause  of  rejection  may  be  easily  disposed  of.  The  soldier 
was  a  slave  when  he  entered  the  sei"\nce,  and  any  marriage  by  him 
prior  to  that  time  was  a  slave  marriage  and  therefore  the  parties  wei^ 
not  able  to  enter  into  a  valid  marriage  conti-act. 

The  alleged  prior  marriage,  from  the  evidence,  must  have  been  con- 
tracted in  the  State  of  Mississippi.  In  1869  the  State  of  Mississippi 
adopted  a  constitutional  provision  providing  that  those  who  were  at 
that  time  cohabiting  as  man  and  wife,  j^et  without  being  legally  mar- 
ried, should  thereafter  be  considered  as  lawfully  married  and  their 
children  as  legitimate.  Under  this  provision  slave  marriages  to  Im? 
thus  legalized  must  have  been  followed  by  cohabitation  down  to  the 
date  of  its  adoption  and  only  where  the  subsequent  commerce  was 
intended  to  be  matrimonial.  (Andrew  v,  Simmons,  (SS  Miss.,  73:^: 
Rundle  v.  Pegiam,  49  Miss.,  75.) 

Upon  what  theory  any  alleged  prior  marriage  of  the  soldier  could 
be  accepted  as  a  bar  to  the  soldier's  marriage  to  the  claimant  does  not 
appear.  His  marriage  prior  to  his  entry  into  the  service  was  a  slave 
marriage,  and  it  was  never  legitimatized  by  any  act  of  the  parties  or 
any  law  passed  subsequent  to  its  date.  (1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  par.  659;  1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  pars.  661-<>63: 
Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  vol.  22,  p.  789.) 

No  more  discussion  is  necessary  upon  this  point,  but  it  i*emains  to 
be  said  that  the  only  evidence  in  the  ease  that  there  was  ever  a  prior 
slave  or  an}-  other  kind  of  a  marriage  l)y  the  soldier  is  that  he  had  a 
boy  with  him  at  the  date  of  marriage  to  claimant,  or  soon  thereafter, 
and  declared  that  the  boy  was  his  son,  and  that  claimant  stated  there 
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was  a  boy  who  was  known  as  her  husband's  son.  No  other  warrant 
for  presuming  a  prior  marriage  exists  in  this  ease.  The  soldier  was 
a  slave,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  any  kind  as  to  a  marriage  by  him 
prior  to  the  alleged  marriage  to  the  claimant. 

This  sweeps  out  of  considei-ation  the  question  of  the  bar  to  the  mar- 
riage between  the  claimant  and  soldier  because  of  a  prior  living  and 
undivorced  wife.  There  remains  for  consideration,  however,  the 
question  of  the  legality  of  the  marriage  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
claim  at  bar. 

Marriages,  such  as  the  one  under  consideration,  are  to  be  proven  in 
pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time  when 
the  right  to  pension  accrued.  (Section  2,  act  of  August  7,  1882, 
amending  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes.) 

The  evidence  in  the  record  is  to  the  eflfect  that  the  claimant  was 
married  to  the  soldier  in  November,  1865,  and  while  the  soldier  was 
still  in  the  sen'ice,  the  war  records  showing  that  he  was  mustered  in 
November  1,  1863,  and  mustered  out  with  his  company  January  9, 
1866. 

The  claimant  and  soldier  were  competent  to  contract  a  valid  marriage 
in  November,  1865,  the  State  of  Mississippi  ha\nng  completely  passed 
under  Federal  control.  The  emancipation  proclamation  had  full  mov- 
ing force  and  effect  at  that  date  throughout  the  State,  thus  freeing 
from  the  limitations  of  slaver}^  both  parties  to  the  contract.  See  Har- 
riet Tinnin  (8  P.  D.,  218)  for  a  complete  review  of  the  la^v  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  effect  of  the  emancipation  proclamation  of  President  Lincoln 
of  January  1,  1863. 

The  evidence  regarding  the  marriage  consists  of  the  statements  of 
the  claimant,  a  comrade  of  the  soldier,  and  a  son  of  the  claimant  b}"  a 
prior  marriage,  and  is  to  the  effect  that  it  took  place  in  Natchez,  Miss., 
in  November,  1865.  The  claimant  declares  she  had  a  license  but  that 
she  had  lost  it.  It  is  thought  to  be  immaterial  and  therefore  unnec- 
essary to  further  discuss  the  character  of  the  ceremony  by  which  the 
mamage  was  celebrated,  because  under  the  law  her  title  rests  upon 
the  legality  of  the  marriage  according  to  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  where 
the  right  to  pension  accrued. 

The  undisputed  evidence  is  that  on  his  muster  out  the  soldier  went 
to  Davis  Bend,  Miss.,  and  lived  there  with  the  claimant  until  1867, 
when  they  moved  to  Waterproof,  La.,  living  there  for  five  or  six 
years,  then  moving  to  Concordia  Lake,  La. ,  where  in  1878  the  soldier 
was  hung  by  a  mob  during  the  '"Fairfax"  riots  of  that  year. 

During  all  this  time  the  uncontradicted  testimony  is  that  the  soldier 
and  claimant  lived  and  cohabite^l  as  man  and  wife  and  were  known  in 
the  community  where  they  resided  as  husband  and  wife.  This  was 
during  a  period  of  eleven  years  prior  to  the  death  of  the  husband  of 
the  claimant.  ^.g.,^^,,^ 
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One  of  the  leading  ca^es  in  this  country  on  the  subject  of  marriage 
and  presumptions  from  acts  of  cohabitation  and  living  together  as  man 
and  wife  is  that  of  Holmes  r.  Holmes  (6  La.,  463). 

The  opinion  is  a  short  one  and  is  quoted  almost  in  its  entirety: 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that  hia  wife  and  child  came  as  passengers  from  Liverpool  to 
New  Orleans  in  a  ve^^iel  of  which  the  defendant  was  master;  that  she  engaged  a 
cabin  passage,  but  agree<i  to  sleep  in  a  stateroom  in  the  steerage,  the  staterooms  in 
the  caV)in  being  taken  up.  He  claims  damages  for  a  violation  of  the  contract,  alleg- 
ing that  his  wife  was  driven  out  of  the  cabin,  compelled  to  eat  with  the  ssen^ntjs, 
and  in  other  resj)ecta  illtreated  on  her  passage.  The  defendant  admits  that  **one 
Eliza  Holmes,  with  her  child,"  did  come  out  as  passengers  in  the  ship,  but  heallegft? 
he  did  not  violate  his  contract,  an<l  that  any  change  of  her  accommodations  on  boar^i 
was  justified  by  her  improper  behaWor.  He  adds  that,  being  ignorant  whether  said 
Eliza  be  marrie<l,  as  is  allege<l  by  the  plaintiff,  he  requires  strict  proof  of  the  mar- 
riage which  he  denies  to  exist.  On  the  trial  plaintiff  offered  witnesses  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  and  Mrs.  Holmes,  who  were  then  in  court,  had  livetl  in  New  Orlean;!  a 
length  of  time  and  had  a  family,  and  were  reputed  husljand  and  wife.  This  evidem-e 
was  rejected  by  the  court,  a  bill  of  exceptions  taken,  and  judgment  of  nonsuit  being 
rendered  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

It  was  contende<l  by  the  appellee  before  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana  that  as 
the  code  requires  marriages  to  be  celebrated  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  and 
an  act  to  be  drawn  up  and  signed  by  the  parties,  the  witnesses,  and  the  jjerson  per- 
forming the  ceremony,  parole  e\idence  is  inadmi^ible  to  prove  a  marriage  in  this 
State. 

Marriage  is  reganleti  in  our  law  in  no  other  light  than  as  a  civil  contract,  highly 
favored,  and  <lepending  essentially  on  the  free  consent  of  the  parties  capable  by  law 
of  contracting.  Our  code  does  not  declare  null  a  marriage  not  precede*!  by  a  license 
and  not  evidenced  by  an  act  signed  by  a  certain  number  of  Avitnesses  and  the  i>ar- 
ties;  nor  does  it  make  such  an  act  exclusive  evi<lence  of  a  marriage.  These  law:^ 
relating  to  forms  and  ceremonies,  here  regarde<i  as  directory  to  those  alone  who  are 
authorized  to  celebrate  marriages,  are  intended  to  guard  against  hasty  and  incon- 
siderate marriages  in  defiance  of  parental  authority.  Like  all  other  contrac»ts,  it 
may  be  proved  by  any  species  of  evidence,  not  prohibited  V)y  law,  which  does  not 
presuppose  a  higher  species  of  evidence  within  the  power  of  the  party;  and  cohabi- 
tation as  man  and  wife  funiishes  presumptive  evidence  of  a  preceding  marriage.  It 
is  not  to  be  presumed  that  those  who  hold  themselves  out  in  society  as  man  and 
wife,  who  are  rearing  a  family  of  children  at  their  domestic  boani,  to  whom  the 
father  gives  his  name  and  administers  a  parent's  protection  and  8upp<.>rt,  are  living 
in  oj)en  disregard  of  public  morals,  and  that  their  common  offspring  are  basstanls. 
Such  a  family  is  already  in  the  possession  of  a  civil  condition  or  status  not  to  be 
questioned  lightly  or  collaterally.     *    ♦    ♦ 

See  also  In  succession  of  William  Hubee  (20  La.  An.,  97). 

Proof  of  cohabitation  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  celebration  is 
good  evidence  to  estjiblish  a  marriage.  (Taylor  v.  Swett,  3  La.,  33; 
Wyche  v.  Wyche,  5  Martin,  La.,  201;  Hubbell  etal.  v.  Inkstein  et  al., 
7  La.  An.,  252). 

In  the  case  of  Hobdy  v,  Jones  (2  La.  An.,  944),  the  supreme  court 
said: 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  slander  in  asserting  that  plaintiff  was  living  in  c«>n- 
cubinage  with  a  person  represented  to  be  his  wife,  proof  by  plaintiff  of  cohabitation 
and  reputation  as  husband  and  wife  is  sufficient  evidence  of  a  marriage. 
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In  his  charge  to  the  jury  the  trial  judge  said: 

The  circumstance  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  living  together  as  man  and  wife  was 
prima  facie  evidence  of  a  marriage  between  them. 

In  this  view  he  was  sustained  ])y  the  supreme  court. 

Evidence  of  cohabitation  creates  a  presumption  of  marriage. 
(Beaulieu  ^.  Ternoir,  5  La.  An.,  480;  Cole  t'.  Langley,  14  La.  An., 
770.) 

In  the  case  of  Mrs,  Powers  t\  Executors  of  Charmbury  (35  La. 
An.,  630)  the  supreme  court  says: 

In  the  absence  of  primary  evidence  to  prove  marriage  it  may  be  proved  by  secon- 
dary or  circumstantial  evidence.  Reputation  and  long  cohabitation  will  create  a 
presumption  of  marriage,  but  such  presumption  can  be  rebutted  by  negative  testi- 
mony. Acts  of  the  parties  showing  their  own  conception  of  their  mutual  relations 
are  the  best  test  of  the  legality  of  marriage  the  celebration  of  which  no  proof  has 
been  or  can  be  produce<L  The  reputation  which  gives  rise  to  a  presumption  of 
maiTiage  must  be  general  and  consistent,  and  must  rest  on  proof  showing  that  the 
relations  lietween  the  parties  began  with  fr«lL  consent  to  enter  the  state  of  matrimony. 

In  the  case  of  Blasini  et  al.  v.  the  Succession  of  Blasini,  (30  La.  An., 
13t)S),  the  supreme  court  says: 

By  our  law  marriage  is  a  civil  contract.  The  most  important  of  all  contracts  it  is 
meet,  it  is  decent,  that  it  should  be  celebrated  with  such  publicity  and  such  solem- 
nities as  would  leave  no  defect  of  pnx)f  that  the  parties  were  able  to  contract,  that  they 
were  willing  to  contract,  that  they  actually  did  contract.  The  presence  of  the  civil 
magistrate  or  minister,  and  of  kindred  and  friends,  is  eminently  proj)er;  and  the  license 
gives  assurance  of  the  absence  of  all  legal  ol^tacles.  But  the  law  does  not  require 
written  evidence  of  the  marriage,  nor  the  testimony  of  those  who  were  present  and 
witnessed  the  ceremony;  nor  does  it  avoid  the  contract  for  the  want  of  a  license.  In 
many  cases  it  would  be  cruelty  to  require  ])roof  of  actual  marriage.  *  *  *  The  law 
will  not  tolerate  the  presumption  that  a  man  and  woman  who  live  together  publicly 
as  husband  an<l  wife  are  really  living  in  concubinage  in  violation  of  law  and  public 
decency.  From  certain  established  fa^'ts  certain  legal  presumptions  are  de<luced,  and 
when  it  is  proven  that  the  ]>arties  from  the  time  of  their  first  apj)earing  together  in  the 
community  in  which  they  made  their  j)ermanent  domicile  publicly  cohabitated,  assum- 
ing to  l)e  husliand  and  wife,  without  separation  or  interruption  until  death  interv'ened; 
that  the  woman  Ixjre  the  man's  name,  and  he  called  her  his  wife  and  introduced 
her  as  his  wife,  and  declared  that  he  had  married  her;  where  they  present  to  the 
world  their  offspring  as  their  children  and  rear  and  care  for  them,  the  law  accords 
to  the  man  and  woman  and  to  their  children  a  legal  and  social  status,  based  upon 
the  presumption  of  marriage,  the  con.se(iuences  of  which  is  the  presumption  of 
legitimate  filiation  and  descent,  which  imposes  on  those  who  assert  the  contrary  the 
burden  of  destroying  that  presumption.  This  presumption  does  not  sanction  volun- 
tary cohabitation  nor  elevate  concubinage  of  whatever  duration  to  the  dignity  of 
marriage.  AVhen  it  is  said  that  marriage  may  be  proven  by  reputation  the  meaning 
is  that  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  i)arties,  as  established  by  satisfactory-  proof,  author 
ize  and  create  the  j)resumption  that  they  were  actually  married,  and  this  presumi> 
tion  is  such  that  it  yields  only  to  proof  that  there  was  no  such  marriage  or  that  it 
was  void  because  <jf  some  nullity  established  by  law. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  undisputed  on  the  material  point  of  the 
claimant  living  and  cohabiting  with  the  soldier  from  the  date  of  the 
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marriage  as  alleged  in  Mississippi  up  to  and  until  his  death,  a  period 
of  twelve  years.  Because  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  testimonx-  it  has 
been  considered  unnecessary  to  quote  from  it. 

It  is  conceded  that  satisfactory  proof  as  to  an  actual  ceremony  of 
the  marriage  is  wanting,  but  all  the  facts  established  by  the  claimant, 
and  the  application  of  these  facts  to  the  law  of  Louisiana,  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  she  would  be  recognized  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the 
soldier  in  that  State. 

It  becomes  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  question  of  the  bui-den  of 
proof  referred  to  by  the  attorneys  in  their  appeal,  for  the  reason,  as 
above  stated,  no  prior  legal  marriage  was  shown,  nor  on  the  existing 
facts  and  conditions  could  one  be  pi-esumed. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


evidknce— viciov.s  iiabitj^-puksi^rmtption. 
Benjamin  F.  Peterman. 

Vicious  habits  can  not  \ye  presumed,  in  caste  of  an  injury,  unless  there  is  something 
concerning  the  nature  or  character  of  the  injury  which  warrants  such  a  pre- 
sumption, or  unless  the  evidence  shows  certain  facts  which  are  sufficient  to  raise 
such  a  presumption. 

Where  neither  the  nature  of  the  injury  nor  the  evidence  adduced  raises  such  a  pre- 
sumption, the  testimony  of  two  credible  witnesses,  to  the  effect  that  claimant  is 
now  a  man  of  good  habits,  and  that  they  do  not  lielieve,  and  have  no  reason  to 
believe,  that  the  said  injury  was  due  to  vicious  habits,  will  be  considered  as 
sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  proWded  always  that  the 
claimant  is  a  man  of  go<^^Kl  repute  for  veracity,  and  that  he  shows  that  no  better 
evidence  is  obtainable  by  him. 

AsniMtaid  SecTcfari/  jF,  Z,  Caniphtll  to  the  Coanni^sumer  of  Ptmsiori^^ 

May  11,  190L 

Benjamin  F.  Peterman,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  E,  Eighty- 
fourth  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed  his  declaration  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  on  May  5,  1898,  claim  l>eing  rejected  on 
November  17,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  was  unable  to  show 
'^that  he  was  not  addicted  to  vicious  habits  at  date  when  injured.'' 
The  medical  action  was,  '*no  mtable  disability  shown  independent  of 
loss  of  fingers."  An  appeal  was  filed  on  Deceml)er  19,  1898,  and  with 
it  the  affidavit  of  one  who  swore  that  she  was  a  member  of  claimant's 
family  at  the  time  of  the  injur}-,  and  that  said  injury  was  not  due  to 
vicious  habits.  The  claimant  having  previously  state<l  that  the  injury 
to  his  left-hand,  which  consisted  of  the  loss  of  a  portion  of  thi-ee  of  the 
fingers,  occurred  in  June,  1SS2,  while  he  was  ruqning  an  edger  in 
Chippewa  County,  Wis.,  but  that  he  was  unable  to  produce  the  affi- 
davits of  eyewitnesses  for  the  reason  that  he  had  failed  to  find  their 
addresses,  although  he  had  sought  for  them,  the  testimony  filed  with 
the  appeal  was  referred  back  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  with 
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instructions  to  pass  upon  the  same,  and  for  a  return  of  the  papers  to 
this  Department  in  oi-der  that  the  question  at  issue  might  be  decided 
with  as  little  delay  as  possible.  The  papers  have  been  returned,  and  it 
is  noted  that  action  of  rejection  was  had  on  April  11,  1901,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  new  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  claimant 
was  not  addicted  to  vicious  habits  on  the  date  on  which  the  injury 
occurred. 

It  is  first  to  be  noted  that  the  action  of  the  medical  referee  is 
couched  in  indefinite  terms.  Said  action  does  not  give  accurate  infor- 
mation as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  a  pensionable  disability  in  the 
case  even  if  the  injury  to  the  left-hand  be  included,  although  it  would 
be  a  fair  inference,  from  the  express  terms  of  the  action  taken,  that 
there  was  a  ratable  disabilit}-  if  the  injury  of  the  hand  were  included* 
The  Department,  however,  desires  to  state  at  the  outset  that  it  does 
not  express  an  opinion  upon  the  degree  of  disability  existing  in  this 
case,  that  being  a  matter  which  should  be  decided  later  on  by  the 
proper  officials,  and  in  such  terms  as  would  leave  no  doubt  as  to  their 
true  meaning. 

This  claim  stands  rejected  upon  the  ground  that  claimant  has  not 
shown  "that  he  was  not  addicted  to  vicious  habits  at  the  date  when 
injured."  From  a  technical  standpoint  the  rejection  was  error,  for  the 
reason  that  claimant  may  have  been  addicted  to  vicious  habits  at  the 
date  when  he  was  injured  and  yet  be  entitled  to  a  pension.  The  issue 
under  the  statute  is,  Did  vicious  habits  on  the  paii;  of  claimant  con- 
tribute in  any  manner  to  the  disability  by  reason  of  which  he  claims 
pension?  It  matters  not  how  many  vicious  habits  claimant  had  at  the 
date  when  the  alleged  injury  took  place  unless  such  vicious  habits  were 
the  cause  of  the  injury. 

The  facts  necessaiy  for  a  proper  understanding  of  the  issue  in  this 
case  are  as  follows:  The  claimant  swears  that  his  fingers  were  cut  oflf 
while  he  was  engaged  in  operating  an  edger  in  a  sawmill.  He  states 
that  the  accident  occurred  some  sixteen  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  his 
claim;  that  it  was  not  the  result  of  any  vicious  habits  on  his  part;  that 
it  is  impossible  to  produce  the  testimony  of  eyewitnesses,  and  he  sub 
mits  the  only  evidence  he  ca*  procure.  Said  evidence  is  the  sworn 
affidavit  of  one  Hattie  L.  Henderson,  who  states  she  was  a  member  of 
claimant's  famil}"  at  the  time  said  accident  occurred;  that  she  knows 
him  to  be  a  sober  man,  and  that  the  said  injury  is  not  the  result  of 
vicious  habits.  It  is  apparent,  from  the  formal  part  of  her  affidavit, 
that  she  was  but  9  years  of  age  when  the  accident  6ccurred. 

The  only  questioji  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  kind  and  amount  of  testi- 
mony necessaiT  to  prove  that  a  certain  disability  is  not  due  to  vicious 
habits.     It  is  a  well-accepted  fact  that  not  everything  required  to  be* 
proved  must  necessarily  be  subjected  to  the  same  degi'ee  of  proof. 
Some  matters  are  accepted  as  proved  upon  the  production  of  very 
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slight  testimoin',  while  other  matters  require  the  strongest  and  most 
convincing  evidence.  The  que.stion  at  issue  in  this  case  was  very  ably 
discussed  in  the  opinion  of  the  case  of  John  Martin  (7  P.  D.,  578),  and 
it  was  therein  demonstrated  that  no  general  rule  could  be  laid  down  as 
a  standard  by  which  all  cases  could  be  judged.  It  was,  in  said  opin- 
ion, held  that  in  claims  where  the  facts  were  similar  to  the  one  under 
discussion,  and  wherein  there  was  nothing  to  create  a  suspicion  that 
habits  had  any  agency  in  producing  the  disability,  that  it  was  sufficient, 
provided  that  claimant  was  unable  to  produce  testimony  frora  persons 
who  had  actual  personal  knowledge  of  the  origin  of  the  said  disability, 
for  him  to  file  his  own  affidavits,  which  should  recite  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  disability  was  incurred,  together  with  the  testimony 
of  two  credible  witnesses  who  had  known  him  from  a  time  antedating 
said  incurrence,  to  the  effect  that  claimant  was  a  man  of  good  habits. 
The  above  rale  was  laid  down  to  be  applied  to  cases  wherein  the  nature 
and  character  of  the  injury  was  not  such  as  to  raise  a  presumption  that 
the  said  injury  was  due  to  vicious  habits,  and  the  rule  has  been  the 
standard  of  judgment  in  this  Department  ever  since  it  was  promulgated. 

It  still  appears  to  this  Department  that  each  claim  wherein  the 
question  of  vicious  habits  is  raised  must  stand  upon  its  own  footing. 
The  law  requires,  virtually  in  express  terms,  that  the  disability  must 
be  shown  to  be  not  due  to  vicious  habits.  The  Department  has  no 
desire  or  intention  to  break  down  reasonable  checks  and  safeguaixis 
surrounding  the  adjudication  of  pension  claims,  or  of  weakening  the 
class  of  evidence  necessary  to  establish  ceilain  facts,  by  substituting 
other  evidence  than  is  usually  emploj-ed  in  ordinary  courts  of  law  to 
prove  certain  facts.  But  this  Department  will  not,  on  the  other  hand, 
sanction  the  employment  of  safeguards  or  checks  not  necessary'  under 
the  law,  or  which  will  put  a  claimant  to  a  degree  of  proof  not  warranted 
by  the  facts  in  the  particular  case. 

This  claimant  swears  that  he  lost  his  fingers  while  operating  an 
edger  in  a  sawmill  in  1882,  and  can  not  secure  testimony  of  eyewitnesses, 
although  he  has  sought  diligently  therefor.  The  occupation  was  a 
hazardous  one,  and  the  accident  not  unusual  to  occur  to  the  most  sober 
and  cautious  individual  while  pursuing  such  an  occupation.  Intoxica- 
tion is  the  most  proba])le  vicious  habit  which  would  be  considered  to 
arise  in  this  case,  and  it  is  safe  to  assume  that  such  an  accident  would 
occur,  in  an}'  number  of  given  cases,  much  more  frequently  to  sober 
individuals  than  to  intoxicated  ones.  The  employment  of  persons, 
wh^^n  intoxicated,  in  hazardous  occupations,  is  unusual  by  emploj'ei's 
on  the  ground  of  self-interest,  as  well  as  by  the  parties  themselves 
from  the  natural  instinct  of  self-preservation.  The  reasonableness  of 
such  a  statement  is  apparent  from  everyday  experience  and  common 
sense. 

There  is  no  reasonable  or  natural  presumption  that  one  i-^  addicted 
to  vicious  habits:   the  presumptions  are  all  the  other  wav.     There  is 


DEC?ISI0N8    RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  347 

nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  injury  described  in  this  ca«e  which  would 
raise  a  valid  suspicion  that  it  was  the  result  of  vicious  habits,  and 
claimant  should  not  be  put  to  any  great  degree  of  proof  in  order  to 
show  that  the  described  injury  was  not  the  result  of  vicious  habits.  It 
is  believed  that  even  a  broader  rule  than  that  laid  down  in  the  opinion 
in  the  case  of  John  Martin,  supm,  would  amply  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  in  a  case  like  the  one  under  consideration,  and  in  others, 
of  which  there  are  many,  where  the  facts  are  equivalent  or  similar  to 
those  in  the  present  case. 

Where  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  or  character  of  an  injury 
shown  to  exist  which  would  raise  any  reasonable  suspicion  that  it  was 
the  result  of  vicious  habits,  vicious  habits  should  not  be  presumed, 
and  claimant  should  not  be  required  to  furnish  any  unreasonable  testi- 
mony. His  own  affidavit,  and  the  affidavits  of  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses  that  he  is  a  man  of  veracity  and  of  good  habits,  will  be  con- 
sidered as  sufficient,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  corroborating 
witnesses  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  said  incurrence,  and  not- 
withstanding the  further  fact  that  they  had  no  acquaintance  with  the 
claimant  until  a  date  subsequent  to  the  incurrence,  always  provided 
that  claimant  has  satisfactorily  shown  that  such  evidence  is  all  that 
can  be  obtained  by  him.  The  corroborating  witnesses  should  also  be 
able  to  swear,  and  so  do,  that  from  their  own  personal  knowledge  of 
claimant  they  do  not  believe,  and  hav^e  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the 
disability  shown  to  exist  was  in  anywise  due  to  vicious  habits. 

In  the  case  at  bar  claimant  has  given  a  seemingly  stmightforward 
account  of  the  circumstances  under  which  ho  incurred  his  injury. 
He  has  furnished  the  testimony  of  an  individual  who  is  now  26  years 
of  age  to  the  effect  that  he  is  a  man  of  sober  habits  and  that  she  knows 
of  her  own  knowledge  that  the  injury  was  not  incurred  by  reason  of 
vicious  habits.  If  this  affiiint  is  a  person  of  good  repute  for  truth,  her 
testimony  can  not  be  discarded  on  account  of  the  fact  that  she  was  but 
9  j'ears  of  age  when  the  accident  occurred.  This  is  not  testimony  of 
a  child  9  years  of  age,  but  is  the  testimon}^  of  an  adult  person  as  to 
matters  happening  in  her  childhood,  and  it  can  not  be  presumed  that 
she  testifies  falsely  in  regard  to  such  matters.  Were  not  other  testi- 
monj'  obtainable,  the  Department  would  have  no  hesitancy  in  admit- 
ting claim  under  the  evidence  now^  in  the  case.  It  is  believed,  howev^er, 
that  this  claimant  will  experience  no  difficulty  in  showing  that  he  has 
been  a  man  of  good  habits  from  a  period  antedating  the  accident;  but 
if  from  untoward  circumstances  the  claimant  can  not  produce  such 
evidence,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  he  show  that  he  is  now  a  man  of  good 
habits,  and  that  his  witnesses  swear  that  they  have  no  reason  to  believe 
that  the  injury  to  the  left  hand  was  the  result  of  vicious  habits. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  set  aside  and  the  case  remanded  for 
reopening  and  readjudieation  in  conformity  with  the  views  herein 
expressed.  Digitized  by  vjOOQ Ic 
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JURISDICTIOX— MEDICAL.  EXAMINATIONS— EXPERTS— ACT  JTXT 

Samuel  S.  Bo^^-man. 

The  third  subdivision  of  eeotion  4  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  confers  discretion  on 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  the  exercise  of  which  he  may  order  a  claimant 
to  be  examined  by  an  expert  without  an  examination  before  a  full  board  of 
examining  surgeons. 

Asffistayit  Secretary  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  C(/mjnis8io7ier  of  Pe7i^i07i.$, 

May  21,  190L 

Samuel  S.  Bowman,  formerly  a  member  of  the  United  States  Marine 
Corps,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  September  17, 
1897,  alleging  defective  sight  and  impaired  hearing.  This  claim  was 
rejected  May  25,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  no  disability  from  causes 
alleged  since  date  of  filing  claim. 

December  22,  1898,  claimant,  by  his  attorney,  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
Department,  which  appeal  is  a^  follows: 

Applicant  in  above-described  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  for  impaired 
flight  and  total  deafness  of  left  ear. 

On  January  13,  1898,  he  was  examined  by  a  si>eciali8t  in  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  and  on 
his  report  his  claim  was  rejected  because  of  no  disability. 

March  25, 1898,  he  filed  an  affidavit  describing  the  manner  in  which  he  was  exam- 
ined and  protesting  against  the  adjustment  of  his  claim  on  the  expert's  rejKjrt 

No  attention  was  paid  to  his  protest,  although  filed  four  or  five  months  before  the 
expert's  report  w^as  acted  on. 

From  the  adverse  action  I  have  the  honor  to  appeal  and  to  submit  that  the  appli- 
cant's protest  should  have  been  considered,  and  that  the  statements  contained  therein 
were  sufficient  to  justify  the  Bureau  in  directing  another  examination,  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  affidavit  was  presented  before  the  applicant  was  aware  of 
the  result  of  the  expert's  examination. 

Furthermore,  I  submit  that  under  the  first  paragraph  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July 
25,  1882,  the  applicant  should  have  been  ordered  before  a  full  board  of  surgeons 
instead  of  an  expert,  and  if  that  full  board  failed  to  satisfactorily  determine  the 
"degree  of  disability,"  then  the  Commissioner  has  authority  to  order  an  examina- 
tion by  an  expert.  Because  an  applicant  alleges  defective  hearing  and  sight  is  no 
reason  for  assuming  that  the  ''degree  of  disability  can  not  be  determined  truthfully 
or  satisfactorily,  excepting  by  expert  examination,"  neither  is  it  sufficient  cause  for 
denying  an  examination  by  a  full  Ixiard  of  surgeons. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  paragraph  alxjve  referretl  to,  an  examination  by  one 
surgeon  can  not  be  made  except  when  it  is  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present 
himself  l)efore  a  board. 

When  this  applicant  was  examined  he  resided  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
where  there  are  three  or  four  lx)ards,  and  it  was  not  impracticable  for  him  to  present 
himself  before  one  of  them. 

I  resi)ectfully  request  that  you  direct  that  this  applicant  l)e  ordered  for  examina- 
tion before  a  boanl  of  surgeons  in  order  that  he  may  have  the  benefit  of  such  an 
examination  as  the  law  provides. 

This  appeal  raises  the  question  of  whether  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  sending  claimant  to.a  specialist  on  diseases  of  the  eye  and  ear  instead 
of  before  a  full  board  of  examining  surgeons,  was  proper. 
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In  a  slip  addressed  to  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions  under 
date  of  August  29,  1808,  the  attorney  has  the  following  to  sa}': 

I  respectfully  protest  against  the  rejection  of  the  within  describeii  claim  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  based  upon  the  report  of  a  single  surgeon  (a  specialist),  the  applicant 
not  waiving  his  rights  under  the  act  of  July  25,  1882. 

At  the  time  of  his  examination  he  was  residing  in  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  where  there 
was  two  or  three  boards  of  suigeons,  before  one  of  which  he  should  have  been 
ordered  to  appear  for  examination.  See  decision  in  the  case  of  Predmore,  8  P.  D., 
p.  165. 

I  respectfully  ask  that  the  applicant  be  grante<l  a  medical  examination  in  accord- 
ance with  law,  and  that  the  case  be  referred  to  the  medical  referee  for  that  purpose. 

This  slip  was  referred  to  the  medical  division,  and  under  date  of 
September  15,  1898,  the  following  answer  was  returned: 

In  this  case  the  claimant  was  accorded  the  benefit  of  an  examination  by  an  expert 
in  diseases  of  eyes  and  ears,  in  accordance  with  act  of  July  25,  1882.  This  expert 
was  not  a  member  of  a  board  of  examining  surgeons;  hence  the  decision  cited  in  the 
Ptedmore  case  does  not  apply  in  this  case. 

The  issue  squarely  presented  here  is,  was  the  claimant  deprived  of 
any  of  his  legal  rights  when  he  was  caused  to  report  before  a  specialist 
before  having  been  examined  by  a  full  board  of  surgeons? 

The  act  of  July  25,  1882,  fixes  the  duty  of  the  Bureau  regarding 
medical  examinations.  The  first  subdivision  of  section  4  of  said  act  is 
as  follows: 

That  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  authorized  to  appoint  surgeons  who, 
under  his  control  and  direction,  shall  make  such  examination  of  pensioners  and 
claimants  for  pension  or  increased  pension  as  he  shall  require;  and  he  shall  organize 
boards  of  surgeons,  to  consist  of  three  members  each,  at  such  points  in  each  State  as 
he  shall  deem  necessar}',  and  all  examinations,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall  be  made 
by  the  boards,  and  no  examination  shall  be  made  by  one  surgeon  excepting  under 
such  circumstances  as  make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present  himself  before 
a  board:  Provided^  That  the  Commissioner  may,  when  in  his  opinion  the  exigencies 
of  the  8er\'ice  require  it,  organize  a  board  of  three  surgeons  who,  under  his  direction, 
shall  review  the  work  of  any  regularly  appointed  board  of  surgeons:  Provided  further , 
That  all  examinations  shall  be  thorough  and  searching,  and  the  certificate  contain  a 
full  description  of  the  physical  condition  of  the  claimant  at  the  time,  which  shall 
include  all  the  physical  and  rational  signs  and  a  statement  of  all  structural  changes. 

The  third  subdivision  of  the  same  section  is  as  follows: 

The  Commissioner  may,  w'hen  in  his  judgment  the  degree  of  disability  can  not  be 
determined  truthfully  or  satisfactorily  excepting  by  expert  examination,  employ  an 
expert,  not  a  regularly  appointed  surgeon,  to  make  the  examination;  and  the  fee  for 
such  examination  shall  )ye  five  dollars:  Provided,  That  the  fee  for  an  expert  examinar 
tion  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  regularly  appointed  examining  surgeon. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  first  division  of  said  section  says: 

*  *  *  and  all  examinations,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall  be  made  by  the  boards, 
and  no  examination  shall  be  made  by  one  surgeon  excepting  under  such  circumstances 
as  make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present  himself  before  a  board. 

The  words  ''so  far  as  practicable''  in  the  section  doubtless  refer  to 
the  nature  of  the  examinatioii,  because  in  the  same  sentence>the  word 
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"  iinpractictt))le"  in  connection  with  the  ability  of  the  claimant  to  appear 
before  a  board  is  used.  Be  this  as  it  may,  it  becomes  unnece.s.S4iiT  to 
discuss  this  division  of  the  act  in  view  of  the  well-known  rule  of  con- 
struction of  a  statute  that  the  whole  of  a  statute  must  be  considered 
in  its  construction.  No  one  section  or  division  of  an  act  can  be  segre- 
gated and  construed  sejmnitely  from  the  full  context. 

The  third  division  of  the  section  under  consideration  unquestionably 
gives  the  Commissioner  discretionary  power  to  send  a  claimant  before 
an  expert  whenever  *'  in  his  judgment  the  degree  of  disability-  can  not 
be  determined  truthfully  or  satisfactorily/"  except  )>v  his  so  doing. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  alleged  impaired  vision  and  loss  of  hear- 
ing, disabilities  peculiarly  within  the  scope  of  an  expert  on  the  eye  and 
ear  to  discover.  It  has  been  the  pi-actice  of  the  Bureau  for  many 
years,  in  a  claim  where  the  onh'  alleged  disabilities  are  those  which 
only  an  expert  in  those  diseases  can  fully  describe  and  discover,  to  send 
a  claimant  y>efore  the  proper  expert  in  oixler  that  he  ma}-  have  the 
benefit  of  learning  and  experience  in  that  particular  line.  It  is  a  well- 
known  fact  that  the  ordinary  practitioner,  engaged  in  the  general  prac- 
tice of  medicine,  has  at  hand  few  appliances  for  the  examination  of  the 
eye  and  ear,  and  generally  can  give  only  superficial  examinations  and 
report  subjective  conclusions. 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  of  the  act  of  July  :25, 
1882,  and  its  application  to  the  case  in  issue  here,  it  is  concluded  that 
the  honorable  Commissioner  had  the  undoubted  right  to  send  the 
claimant  before  an  expert  for  examination  for  the  alleged  disabilities. 
The  law,  in  the  division  gi-anting  power  to  the  Commissioner  to 
employ  an  expert,  limits  that  power  to  cases  ^'when  in  his  (Commis- 
sioner's) judgment  the  degree  of  disability  cannot  be  detemiined 
truthfully  or  satisfactorily."  In  this  case  that  judgment  seems  to 
have  been  fairly  exercised,  and  in  a  t^ase  that  called  for  its  exercise. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  case  of  Byron  A.  Predmore  (8  P.  D.,  liyo) 
is  referred  to  by  the  attorney  as  deciding  that  the  claimant  had  a  legal 
right  to  demand  an  examination  before  a  full  board,  where  he  had  not 
waived  that  right.  A  careful  reading  of  the  Predmore  case  does  not 
lead  to  any  such  conclusion.  It  is  apparent  that  the  third  divi.sion  of 
the  fourth  section  of  the  a(*,t  of  July  25,  1882,  was  not  considered  in 
the  opinion.  Reference  to  it  should  have  been  made  in  that  opinion, 
although  the  case  under  consideration  at  that  time  did  not  necessarily 
involve  it.  It  will  be  noted,  however,  that  the  rules  laid  down  for  the 
guidance  of  the  Pension  Bureau  are  limited  to  claimants  who  **  shall 
have  been  ordered  before  a  board  of  examining  surgeons." 

It  is  stated  in  the  opinion,  page  169: 

The  act  of  July  2*5,  18vS2,  is,  in  ho  far  as  it  deals  with  the  siibject  of  medical  exami- 
nations of  claimants  for  pension,  mandatory  in  its  terms.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
alternative  course,  ami  it  must  be  enforced. 
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This  statement  certainly  does  not  apply  to  the  third  division  of  sec- 
tion 4  of  said  act,  which,  on  its  face,  gives  discretion  to  the  Commis- 
sioner in  certain  cases.  The  portions  of  the  act  involved  in  the 
Predmore  case  are  mandator}^  and  are  so  in  all  cases  that  do  not  come 
within  the  terms  of  the  third  subdivision  of  section  4  of  the  said  act. 
The  expression  above  quoted  from  the  opinion  is  but  dictum  at  best, 
for  the  reason  that  the  portion  of  the  act  considered  here  was  not 
under  consideration  in  that  case. 

On  March  26,  1898,  the  claimant  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  a  pro- 
test agaiiLst  the  examination  b}"  the  expert  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
condm»ted  in  a  cursor}^  and  unsatisfactory  manner,  demanding  at  that 
time  his  right  to  l>e  examined  before  a  full  board.  As  to  this  protest 
the  certificate  from  that  examination  will  speak  for  itself.  It  is  as 
follows: 

Age  48  years.  O.  D.  20/82  p't  2  20/40  with  a  1.75;  0.  S.  20/82  p't  2  20/40  added  to 
distance;  correction  reads  some  of  No.  1  J.  at  12  feet.  Is  wearing  2.75  for  near. 
Mild  conjunctivitis;  cornea  clear.  Pupils  3.5  M.  M;  react  normally  to  light  and 
convergence,  and  dilate  regularly. 

Coph.  0.  D.  Lens  and  media  clear;  fundus  normal,  refraction  as  above.  Vision 
with  correction  should  be  better,  probably  due  to  insensibility  of  the  retinae.  I  find 
n<»  disability  as  regards  eyes. 

Ears:  Right,  membrane  opaque,  somewhat  thickened  and  contracted.  Left, 
slightly  opaque.  Right,  can't  hear  watch  on  contact  or  tuning  fork  at  1  inch.  Left, 
watch  at  7  inches;  T.  f.  at  2  feet.  Right,  ordinary  conversation  at  3  feet,  not  at  6 
feet;  left,  ordinary  conversation  at  20  feet.  Bone  conduction  normal.  Right  eusta- 
chian tube  imper\'iou8;  left,  pervious.  Follicular  pharyngitis  and  chronic  rhinitis. 
Slight  deviation  of  nasal  septum  to  right  side.  Slight  (catarrhal)  deafness  of  right 
ear.     Rating  4/30. 

From  this  certificate  it  appears  that  the  examination  by  this  expert 
was  thorough,  extending  to  the  inner  structures,  and  that  all  well- 
known  and  approved  tests  were  used  to  detemiine  the  exact  extent  of 
claimant's  disabilit}'  from  causes  alleged. 

No  legal  or  medical  injustice  seems  to  have  been  done  claimant  in 
this  case  and  the  action  appealed  from  is  aflfirmed. 


.njiusdiction— guardiansiiip-pexsion  fund-accrued  pensiox. 
Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

1.  The  guardian  of  a  pensioner  is  the  agent  of  the  United  States  for  the  proper  expend- 

iture of  pension  money  in  his  hands,  irrespective  of  the  duties  devolved  upon 
him  by  the  State  law. 

2.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United  States; 
and  the  CJommissionerof  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary  power  neces- 
sary to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guardians  holding 
pension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction,  both  before  and  after  the  death  of 
their  wards. 
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3.  All  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guanlian  by  operation  of  the 

pension  law,  and  have  not  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in  aceordanoe 
with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension. 

4.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  contem- 

plation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

5.  The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  is  the  law  of  distribution  of  accrued  pension  of  a 

deceased  i)ensioner,  and  applies  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  onex- 
|)ende<i  at  the  time  of  such  pensioner's  decease. 

Assistant  Stcretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensi^ms^ 

May  22,  190L 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  recent  communication,  which  is  as  follows: 

I  have  the  honor  to  invite  your  attention  to  a  condition  of  affairs  resulting  from  the 
present  and  heretofore  existing  practice  in  paying  pensions  to  fiduciaries;,  which 
suggested  to  me  the  necessity  for  some  remedial  action. 

The  guardians'  accounts  rendered  to  this  Bureau  in  compliance  with  the  require- 
ment recently  adopted  with  your  approval  show  large  and  steadily  increasing  accu- 
mulations of  pension  money  in  the  hands  of  many  of  this  class  of  payees,  and  in 
many  cases  these  accumulations  are  found  to  equal,  or  to  largely  exceed  the  amount 
of  the  bonded  security. 

For  this  state  of  affairs  the  causes  shown  or  assigned  are  various. 

In  the  cases  of  minor  children  the  guardians  are  found  to  be  withholding  the  pen- 
sion with  and  without  court  instructions,  to  provide  their  wards  **a  starting  in  life  " 
on  attaining  their  majority.  Such  action  may  be  appropriate  and  justifiable  where 
the  children  have  other  means  of  support,  but  in  many  cases  it  is  found  they  are 
being  deprived  thereby  of  the  advantages  of  proper  training  during  the  formative 
period  of  their  lives  through  the  necessity  they  are  put  to  of  being  self-supporting. 

By  far  the  more  important  cases,  however,  viewed  as  to  tlie  conditions  herein 
dwelt  upon,  are  those  of  the  insane,  as  in  such  the  highest  rates  of  pension  are 
involved  and  the  pensioners  are  of  that  class  for  whose  maintenance  more  or  leas 
adequate  State  provision  is  made.  This  provision  the  guardians  are  sometinits 
oblige<i  to  accept,  and  in  certain  of  the  States  it  seems  the  authorities  of  the  hospi- 
tals provided,  are  prohibited  from  receiving  substantial  contributions  in  money  or 
goods  for  the  use  and  support  of  their  charges,  while  in  other  cases  guanlians  are 
found  to  avail  themselves  of  such  State  provision  and  let  it  suffice,  where  the  pen- 
sion is  ample  to  prov'ide  their  wards  the  greater  comforts  and  better  medical  atten- 
tion to  be  obtained  in  private  institutions,  or  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  its  lieing 
applieil  to  supplement  such  provision.  The  result  is  that  numbers  of  these  pension- 
ers are  classed  with  and  receive  no  better  treatment  than  paupers,  while  the  Federal 
bounty  designed  to  save  them  from  such  condition  is  withheld  from  them  for  the 
enrichment  of  their  legal  representatives,  who  are,  in  many  ca*«es,  not  within  the 
degrees  of  relationship  to  the  pensioner  entitling  them  to  consideration  un<ier  the 
pension  laws,  and  were  consequently  not  intended  by  Congress  to  be  benefited  V»y 
the  })ension  fund,  and  should  certainly  not  l>e  admitted  to  participation  therein 
through  such  deprivation  of  the  pensioner. 

There  are  many  ca^es  of  this  latter  class.  A  statement  of  the  conditions  found  in 
three  of  them  is  herewith  submitted  as  best  showing  the  evils  of  the  situation,  and 
the  extent  to  which  pension  money  is  Iwing  diverted  in  the  manner  described. 

As  the  law  authorizing  payment  of  pensions  to  guardians  provides  only  that  "pay- 
ment to  persons  laboring  under  legal  disabilities  may  be  made  to  the  guardians  of 
such  persons"  (sec.  4766,  R.  S.,  U.  S.)  and  is  therefore  held  to  be  merely  permissive 
and  not  mandatory  in  its  terms,  I  would  suggest  as  the  most  effective,  if  not  the  only 
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available,  corrective*  means  in  the  |>r(^«ent  state  of  the  lawK  that  a  wider  <lis<Tetion 
than  api)ear8  to  be  permitted  under  departmental  deidsions  in  the  Mward  W.  Moore 
casv  (P.  I).,  vols.  8,  J).  4CK),  and  9,  p.  56)  be  given  me  to  exercise  in  the  matter  of 
authorizing  ]>ayment  of  i>enHion8  to  guardians,  to  the  end  that  such  payment  may  t>e 
iiia<le  only  as  there  is  shown  to  })e  need  of  the  pension  for  the  j)ensioner's  immediate 
use  and  benefit,  and  as  it  is  shown  to  be  so  applied;  the  i)enpion  withheld  in  ])ursu- 
aru^e  of  such  course  to  be  paid  to  the  pensioner  upon  his  or  her  restoration  to  compe- 
tency, or,  in  the  ease  of  minor  children,  upon  their  attaining  their  majority,  and  in 
the  event  of  the  pensioner's  death,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  &vt  of 
March  2,  1895. 

The  inquiries  propounded  in  said  communication  must  be  answered 
in  the  light  of  the  laws,  as  cmV)odied  in  the  statutes  and  decisions  of  the 
Federal  courts,  which  define  the  powers  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions relating  to  money  that  has  been  paid  to  guardians  of  minors  and 
insane  persons. 

So  much  of  section  4766,  United  States  Revised  Stiitutes,  as  relates 
to  the  subject  of  investigation  is  as  follows: 

Hereafter  no  pension  shall  Ije  paid  t4)any  i^erson  other  than  the  i)en8ioner  entitled 
thereto,  nor  otherwise  than  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  title;  and  no  warrant, 
power  of  attorney,  or  other  paper  executed  or  i)ur|)orting  to  Iw  executed  by  any  pen- 
fsioner  to  any  attorney,  claim  agent,  broker,  or  other  persons  shall  be  recognized  by 
any  agt*nt  for  the  payment  of  i)ensions,  nor  shall  any  pension  Ik?  paid  thereon;  but 
the  jwiyment  to  persons  laboring  under  legal  disabilities  may  Ixi  made  to  the  guanli- 
ans  of  such  persons  in  the  manner  herein  prescribed,  and  pensions  payable  to  per- 
sons in  foreign  countries  may  be  made  according  to  the  provisions  of  existing  laws: 
iVr/riV/fr/,  That  in  case  of  an  insane  invalid  jx^nsioner  having  no  guardian,  but  having 
a  wife  or  children  dependent  upon  him  (the  wife  l)eing  a  woman  of  gocxl  character), 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  authorize<l,  in  his  discretion,  to  cause  the 
pension  to  Ije  paid  to  the  wife,  upon  her  proi)erly  executed  voucher,  or,  in  case  there 
is  no  wife,  to  the  guardian  of  the  children,  upon  the  properly  executed  voucher  of 
8iich  guarrlian,  and  in  like  manner  to  cause  tlie  i>ension  of  invalid  pensioners  who 
are  or  may  hereafter  Ihj  imprisoned  as  punishment  for  offenses  against  the  laws,  to])e 
paid  while  so  imprisoned  to  their  wives  or  the  guanlians  of  their  children. 

The  penal  laws  relating  to  embezzlement  of  pension  money  are 
copied  below. 

Hbc.  4783.  Every  guardian  having  the  charge  and  custcxly  of  the  i)ension  of  his 
wanl  w^ho  embezzles  the  same  in  violation  of  his  trust,  or  fraudulently  converts  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  shall  be  punishe<l  by  fine  not  exceeding  two  thousand  ilollars 
f)r  imprisonment  at  hard  lal)or  for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  548(i.  If  any  guardian  having  the  charge  and  custody  of  the  pension  of  his 
ward  shall  eml>ezzle  the  same  in  violation  of  his  trust,  or  fraudulently  convert  tlie 
same  to  liis  own  use,  he  shall  be  punished  by  a  tine  not  excee<ling  two  thousand 
<iollars  or  imprisonment  at  hard  lalwr  for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  both, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

The  at)ove-mentioned  section  was  amended  on  February  10, 181)1,  so 
as  to  read  as  follows: 

Kvery  guardian,  conservator,  curator,  committee,  tutor,  or  other  j»erson  having 
charge  and  cu.*<t(Hly  in  a  fiduciary  ciipacity  of  the  i)ensiun  of  his  ward,  who  shall 
endH»zzlethe  same  in  violation  of  his  trust  or  fraudulently  convert  the  sameip  his  own 
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use,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceecling  two  thousand  dollars  or  imprisonmem 
at  hard  labor  for  a  tenn  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  both,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court     (26SUt.,  746.) 

Much  light  is  thrown  upon  the  subject  of  investigation  by  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States  t\  Hall  (98  U.  S.,  343).  Hall  being  the  guardian  of 
William  Williamson,  a  minor  pensioner,  was  indicted  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Ohio,  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4783,  Revised  Statutes,  for  having  f elonioui^ly 
embezzled  pension  money  belonging  to  his  ward.  The  defendant 
appeared  and  demurred  to  the  indictment,  whereupon  the  following 
questions  arose  upon  which  the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  were 
opposed  in  opinion,  which  (luestions  were  duly  certified  to  the  Supreme 
Court: 

1.  Whether  the  circuit  court  has  any  jurisdiction  over  the  alleged  offense,  or  any 
power  to  punish  the  defendant  for  any  appropriation  of  the  money  after  its  le^zal 
payment  to  him  as  such  guardian,  it  appearing  that  the  defendant  is  the  legal  guar- 
dian of  his  ward  under  the  laws  of  his  State;  and  that  the  money  alleged  to  have 
been  embezzled  and  fraudulently  converted  to  his  own  use  had  been  paid  over  to 
him  by  the  (lovemment  and  belonged  to  his  said  ward. 

2.  If  the  defendant  did  embezzle  the  money  and  convert  the  same  to  his  own  ua* 
after  it  was  paid  over  to  him  by  the  CJovemnient,  is  he  liable  to  indictment  for  the 
offense  under  the  act  of  Congress,  or  only  under  the  State  law? 

3.  Is  the  ac;t  of  Ck)ngres8  under  which  the  indictment  is  found  a  constitutional  and 
valid  law? 

After  an  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  question  involved  the  Supreme 
Court  announced  the  following  conclusions: 

It  is  competent  for  Congress  to  enforce  by  suitable  i)enalities  all  legislation  neces- 
sary or  proper  to  the  execution  of  power  with  which  it  is  intrusted,  and  any  at-l 
committed  with  a  view  of  evading  such  legislation  or  fraudulently  securing  its  bene- 
fits may  be  made  an  offense  against  the  Unite<l  States.  ( United  States  r.  Fox,  95 
U.  S.,  670.) 

Acts  of  Congress  granting  such  donations  t^)  officers,  soldiers,  and  seamen,  or  to 
their  wives  or  children,  in  some  cases  direct  that  the  payment  may  be  made  to  the 
attorney  or  agent  of  the  beneficiary;  in  other  acts  the  direction  is  that  the  payment 
may  he  made  to  the  guardian  of  the  party,  and  in  still  another  class  of  such  acts  the 
requirement  is  that  the  money  sliall  be  paid  directly  to  the  beneficiar>'.  (4  Stat, 
360;  3  id.,  569.) 

For  the  defendant,  it  is  in8i8te<l  that  when  the  payment  is  made  to  the  guardian 
the  money  paid  ceases  to  Ik^  within  the  constitutional  control  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  act  of  Congress,  which  enac^ts  that  the  guardian  who  embezzles  the 
money  or  fraudulently  converts  the  same  to  his  own  use  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
is  unconstitutional  and  void.  But  the  court  is  unhesitatingly  of  a  different  opinion 
for  several  reasons:  1.  Because  the  Unite<l  States,  as  the  donors  of  the  pensions,  may» 
through  the  legislative  department  of  the  Government,  annex  such  conditjons  to 
the  donation  as  they  see  tit,  to  insure  its  transmission  unimpaired  to  the  beneficiary. 
2.  Because  a  guardian  no  more  than  the  agent  or  attorney  of  the  pensioner  is 
obliged  by  the  laws  of  Congress  to  nnvive  the  fund,  but  if  he  does,  he  must  accept 
it  subject  to  the  annexe*!  conditions.  .S.  Ik»ciiuse  the  word  ** guardian,'*  as  used 
in  the  acts  of  Congress,  is  nierelv  the  designation  of  the  person  to  whom  the  money 
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grant^Hi  may  l>e  paid  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pensionerB.  4.  Because  the 
fund  proceeds  from  the  United  States,  and  inasmuch  as  the  donation  is  a  voluntary 
gift,  the  Congress  may  pass  laws  for  its  protection,  certainly  until  the  passage  into 
the  hands  of  the  beneficiary,  which  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  decide  in  this  case. 
5.  Because  the  elements  of  the  offense  defined  by  the  act  of  Congress  in  question 
consist  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  individual  named  in  the  indictment,  wholly 
irrespective  of  the  duties  devolved  upon  him  by  the  State  law.  6.  Because  the 
theory  of  the  defendant  that  the  act  of  Congress  augments,  lessens,  or  makes  any 
change  in  respect  to  the  duties  of  a  guardian  under  the  State  law  is  entirely  erroneous, 
as  the  act  of  Congress  merely  provides  that  the  pension  may  be  paid  to  the  person 
designated  as  guardian,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pensioner,  and  that  the  person 
who  receives  the  pension,  if  he  embezzles  it  or  fraudulently  converts  it  to  his  own 
use,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  be  punished  as  therein  provided. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions,  it  is  clear  that  Congress  possessed  the 
power  (1)  to  define  the  offense  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the  circuit  court 
is  vested  with  the  jurisdiction  to  try  the  offender  and  sentence  him  to  the  punish- 
ment which  the  Bi-t  of  Congress  imjKJsed;  (2)  that  the  defendant,  under  the  circum- 
stances disclose*!  in  the  record,  was  liable  to  indictment  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
Uniteil  States;  (3)  that  the  act  of  Congress  defining  the  offense  set  forth  in  the 
indictment  is  a  valid  and  constitutional  law  enacted  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution. 

From  the  ruling's  above  mentioned  it  very  clearly  appears  that  pen- 
sion money  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  for  the  benefit  of  a  pensioner  is 
still  under  the  constitutional  control  of  the  Government.  If  so,  then 
it  follows  that  the  Government  may  direct  and  supervise  its  adminis- 
tration, expenditure,  and  disposition  under  the  limitations  and  restric- 
tions incident  to  the  pension  laws.  The  guardian  as  an  individual  is 
the  agent  of  the  United  States,  wholly  irrespective  of  the  duties 
devolved  upon  him  by  the  State  law,  and  is  manifestly  subject  to  such 
direction  as  to  prevent  the.  diversion  of  the  pension  money  from 
inuring  solely  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  those  to  whom  the  pensions 
are  granted. 

It  will  be  observed  that,  under  the  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
the  Hall  case  (supra),  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court 
grew  out  of  the  civil  status  of  the  guardian.  It  was  predicated  upon 
the  fact  that  his  civil  status  as  an  oflBcial  under  the  State  law  of 
Ohio  did  not  supersede  or  destroy  his  fiduciary  relation  to  the  United 
States  Government.  He  was  amenable  to  the  criminal  jurisdiction 
of  the  circuit  court  for  the  very  reason  that  he  was  accountable  to  the 
civil  jurisdiction  of  the  Government. 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  the  lawfully  constituted  representative  of  the 
United  States  to  whom  guardians,  as  well  as  all  other  agents  in  pen- 
sion matters,  must  give  an  account  of  their  acts  and  doings.  He  is 
vested  with  powers  which  are  defined  in  a  general  way  in  section  471, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  follows: 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall  perform,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretaiy 
of  the  Interior,  such  duties  in  the  execution  of  the  various  pension  and  boimty-land 
laws  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  President. 
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It  will  thiLs  bo  seen  that  (/ongress  did  not  attempt  to  define  or  pre- 
^^i'riho  the  manner  in  which  that  official  should  exercise  the  dutie.s  of 
his  office,  but  left  that  matt-er  to  be  regulated  by  rules  and  regulations 
to  ]>e  prescriln^d  hy  the  President,  or  I)}'  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
who,  within  the  legitimate  scojie  of  his  administration,  representi?  the 
President.  Man}'  of  the  duties  incident  to  the  office  are  quasi  judicial 
in  character,  and  carry  wi<:h  them  the  implied  constitutional  authority 
to  direct  the  conduct  of  all  ministerial  agents  in  the  execution  of  such 
judgments  as  legally  appei-tain  thereto.  The  right  of  Congress  to 
grant  a  pension  in  the  first  place  is  an  implied  power  grow^ing  out  of 
the  constitutional  gi^ant  to  Congress  to  declare  war,  to  mise  and 
support  armies,  to  provide  and  maintain  a  navy,  and  to  make  rules  for 
the  land  and  naval  forces.  The  right  to  create  the  office  of  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  is  an  implied  power  flowing  from  the  same  source. 
That  officer  is  chargcnl  with  the  performance  of  such  duties,  in  the 
execution  of  the  pension  and  bounty-land  laws,  as  are  prescril>ed  by  the 
President  or  th(»  executive  iimnch  of  the  Government,  and  the  jx>wer 
to  prescribe  the  duties  necessarily  implies  the  power  to  formulate  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  aie  essential  to  the  administration  of  such 
laws.  Such  implied  power  is  in  existence  how  and  wall  continue  in 
force  until  it  is  destroyed  ])y  future  legislation.  Such  power  is  liniit-ed 
only  to  such  matters  as  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  P(»nsions. 

The  d(»fcndant  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  r.  Hall  rested  his 
defense  mainly  uj)on  the  proposition  stated  by  the  Supreme  Court,  as 
follows: 

That  a  guardian  in  a  State  officer,  an<l  as  Fuch  is  not  subject  to  the  laws  of  Coiigrress 
in  the  performance  of  hh  duties*. 

In  reply  to  this  the  court,  among  other  things,  held  that  the — 

Power  to  protect  tlic  fund  from  miaappropriation,  fraud,  and  unauthorized  (conver- 
sion to  tlie  uw*  of  another,  and  to  secure  its  safe  and  unimpaired  transmission  to  the 
beneliciary  ha.M  l)een  claimed  and  exercineii  throuj?h  the  whole  period  sim^  Congress, 
under  the  Constitution,  commenced  to  prrant  such  bounties. 

Who  but  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  power  to  "'secure  its 
safe  and  unimpaired  transmission  to  the  beneficiar}' f "  If  a  guardian 
holds  pension  funds  as  a  State  officer,  he  can  not  be  directed  by  Con- 
gress in  its  administmtion.  Such  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  is 
in  transitu,  as  it  were,  and  until  it  reaches  its  final  destination  is  con- 
trollable only  by  the  United  States.  When  a  guardian  makes  a  proper 
expenditure  in  behalf  of  his  ward,  he  does  so,  not  as  a  State  official, 
})ut  as  agent  of  the  Government.  No  State  court  can  delegate  authority 
to  such  a  guardian  relating  to  the  disposition  of  a  pension  fund,  nor 
has  it  competent  authority  to  direct  the  expenditure  thereof.  This 
necessarily  follows  from  the  fact  that  the  guardian  holds  the  fund,  not 
in  his  official  ca})acity  as  a  State  officer,  but  as  an  individual  agent 
representing  the  Government  of  the  United  States  --It,  therefore,  the 
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Commissioner  of  P*»nsions,  iiiidor  tho  dinn'tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  guardian  holding  pension  money, 
then  there  is  no  such  competent  authority,  and  the  guardian  is  a  law 
unto  himself,  amenable  to  no  jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  of  Edward  W.  Moore  (S^  P.  D.,  55)  the  Department  held 
that: 

The  worcis  appearing  in  the  act  of  August  8,  1882,  "but  the  j)ayment  to  i>ersons 
laboring  under  legal  disabilities  may  Ik*  made  to  the  jjuardianH  of  puch  pernonn,"  are 
not  mandatory  but  permissive. 

It  was  also  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Hall  <ase  (supnx)  that: 

The  guardian  no  more  than  the  agent  or  attorney  of  the  pensioner  in  oblige<l  by  the 
laws  of  Congress  to  receive  the  fund;  but  if  he  does,  he  must  accept  it  subject  to  the 
annexe<l  conditions. 

One  of  the  conditions,  as  pointed  out  by  the  Supreme  Court,  is  to 
the  effect  that  the  fund  still  remains  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States.  If  so,  then  the  United  States  nuist  have  the  povyer, 
through  its  legally  constituted  official,  to  direct  and  supervise  its 
administration.  If  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  without  power 
to  direct  and  control  the  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  the 
legislative  safeguard  above  recited  would  in  man}'  instances  prove 
futile  and  inoperative.  As  pointed  out  in  your  communication,  guar- 
dians' accounts  rendered  to  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  often  show  large 
and  inci*easing  accumulations  of  pension  money,  greatly  exceeding 
the  amount  of  bonded  security.  State  courts  have  no  constitutional 
authority'  to  direct  and  control  such  a  fund,  and  that  condition  would 
render  the  pensioner  powerless  to  obtain  redress  in  such  a  trilumal  if 
his  pension  was  wrongfully  withheld. 

There  is  another  aspect  of  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry  which 
strengthens  the  view  that  a  guardian  is  whollv  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  (Commissioner  of  Pensions.  No  Sbite  court  can  punish  a  guard- 
ian for  the  embezzlement  of  pension  funds  in  his  hands,  nor  can  such 
a  court  take  jurisdiction  in  a  civil  proceeding  ])rought  by  the  pensioner 
to  recover  the  money  so  held.  These  propositions  flow* from  the  prin- 
ciples announced  in  the  case  of  AVaite  (81  Fed.  Rep.,  851^).  Waite 
was  a  pension  examiner  sent  out  to  the  State  of  Iowa  to  investigate 
some  alleged  fraudulent  pension  claims.  While  there  he  was  indicted 
under  a  statute  of  that  State  for  threatening  the  prosecution  of  a  pen- 
sioner. Under  said  indictment  he  was  tried  and  convicted,  and  upon 
appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  was  affirmed.  The  defendant  then  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  before  the  district  court,  which  discharged  him  from  custody 
on  the  ground  that  the  courts  of  the  Stjite  of  Iowa  had  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter.     Among  other  things  the  court  held  as  follows: 

In  matters  committed  to  the  sole  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  Ptatutes  of  the 
State  have  no  application,  and  a  criminal  prosecution  for  violation  of  a  State  statute 
can  not  be  based  upon  acts  done  in  such  inatters,  but  the  dett^rmination  of  the  right- 
fulness of  such  acts,  dependb  wholly  u}>oii  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  belongs 
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to  thfir  court**.  Aivonlingly  ]itO<l,  that  X\w  »i&tuU*  of  Iowa  (Code,  t^a^^tion  3871),  pro- 
viding for  the  puniMhiuent  of  one  who  maliciously  threatens  to  aecuse  a  p(^n$i»n  of  a 
crime  in  onler  to  eoni]M»l  him  to  do  an  act  has  no  application  to  a  United  States 
pension  examiner,  chan^^l  with  the  duty  of  investigating  fraudulent  pension  claiuiF. 

The  court  further  held: 

But  when  an  officer  of  the  United  States  is  chaiiged  w^ith  the  performance  of  cer- 
tain duties  under  the  law  of  the  Unitetl  States,  and  in  the  general  ]>erforman(^  thervcf 
he  does  acts  which  it  is  claimed  are  in  excess  of  his  proper  duty,  which  are  violative 
of  the  rights  of  other  citizens,  the  question  is  whether  a  prosecution  therefor  can  he 
sustained  in  the  State  (»urts,  when  it  is  apparent  that  the  institution  and  maintenance 
thereof  may  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States?,  or  ynih 
the  operations  of  the  Government  Under  this  aspect  of  the  question,  the  point  is 
not  what  the  rights  of  individual  citizens  might  require  for  their  proper  protection, 
but  whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  entire 
community,  has  not  the  right  to  aasert  that  its  operations  within  the  jurisdiction 
conferred  by  the  Constitution,  and  wherein  it  is  supreme  and  })aramount,  can  not  be 
interfere<l  with  under  the  laws  of  the  State;  and  to  prevent  such  interference  it  must 
be  held  that  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States,  when  engaged  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  official  duties,  is  not  amenable  to  the  laws  or  courte  of  the  State  in  a  crim- 
inal prosecution  based  upon  acts  by  him  done  in  connection  with  his  official  diitie:^. 
If  in  the  j^rfonnance  of  these  duties  the  officer  so  acts  as  to  violate  his  duty  to  the 
United  States,  that  Government  and  not  the  State  is  the  proper  party  to  call  him  to 
account.  If  the  acts  done  are  violative  of  the  rights  of  individuals,  a  ciAil  action 
for  damages  may  Ije  maintained  or  protection  may  be  sought  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  thus  a  remedy  may  be  afforded  to  the  citizen  without  bringing 
the  Federal  and  State  governments  into  conflict,  or  without  unduly  interfering  with 
the  operations  of  that  Government  under  whose  authority  the  officer  is  acting. 

In  said  case  the  court  further  held: 

It  will  not  Ikj  questionecl  tliat  the  whole  subject  of  the  j)en8ion8  paid  to  the  soldiers 
and  sailors  of  the  United  States  is  a  matter  wholly  within  the  Federal  jurisdiction, 
and  wholly  outside  the  plane  of  State  (control.  The  State  can  not,  either  by  li^risla- 
tive  enactment  or  by  judicial  action,  create  or  deny  the  right  to  a  pension  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  nor  direct,  prescril>e,  or  (X)ntrol  the  mode  of  obtaining  pen- 
sions, tlie  manner  of  submitting  evidence  in  support  thereof,  the  kind  or  amount  of 
evidence  nee<ied  to  establish  a  claim,  or  the  methods  to  be  followed  by  the  United 
States  in  examining  into  claims  presented,  or  the  safeguards  to  be  adopted  to  prevent 
frauds  upon  the  Government.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  has  created 
the  pension  system  now  in  force;  and  the  whole  thereof,  in  substance  and  in  form  of 
procedure,  is  without  the  plane  of  State  control. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  court  placed  the  civil  and  criminal  juris- 
diction of  the  State  courts  on  the  same  plane.  In  pension  matters  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  is  everywhere  not  only  supreme  hut 
exclusive. 

This  doctrine  is  quite  as  clearly  announced  in  the  case  of  Tennessee 
V.  Davis  (100  U.  S.,  257).  Davis  was  a  deputy  collector  of  internal 
revenue,  and  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  was  attempting  (»  seize  an 
illicit  distillery.  While  doing  so  he  became  engaged  in  a  rencounter 
with  certain  persons  who  interfered  with  his  actions  during  which  he 
killed  one  of  them.     For  this  he  was  indicted  in  a  State  court  for  the 
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offenso  of  iniirder,  whereupon  he  instituted  proceedings  under  section 
B43,  Revised  Statutes,  for  the  removal  of  the  prosecution  to  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States.  Under  a  certificate  of  division  in  opinion 
Y>etween  the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  the  matter  was  taken  before 
the  Supreme  Court.     In  that  case  the  court,  among  other  things  held: 

The  provision  of  the  Constitution  declaring  that  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
Statei*  extends  to  all  cases  in  law  an<i  equity  arising  umler  the  Constitution,  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  treaties^  made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their  author- 
ity, embraces  alike  civil  and  criminal  cases.     Both  are  equally  within  that  power. 

In  discussing  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  in  such  matters, 
the  court  said: 

Ah  was  said  in  Martin  r.  Hunter  (1  Wheat,  363),  "the  General  Government  must 
cease  to  exist  whenever  it  loses  the  power  of  protecting  itself  in  the  exercise  of  its 
constitutional  powers."  It  can  act  only  through  its  officers  and  agents,  and  they 
must  act  within  the  States.  If,  when  thus  acting,  and  within  the  scope  of  their 
authority,  those  oflScers  can  Ije  arrested  and  brought  to  trial  in  a  State  court,  for  an 
alleged  offense  against  the  law  of  the  State,  yet  warranted  by  the  Federal  authority 
they  possess,  and  if  the  General  Government  is  powerless  to  interfere  at  once  for  their 
protection — if  their  protection  must  be  left  to  the  action  of  the  State  court — the 
operations  of  the  General  Government  may  at  any  time  be  arrested  at  the  will  of  one 
-  of  its  members.  The  legislation  of  a  State  may  be  unfriendly.  It  may  affix  penal- 
ties to  acts  done  imder  the  immediate  direction  of  the  National  Government,  and  in 
obedience  to  its  laws.  It  may  deny  the  authority  conferred  by  those  laws.  The 
State  court  may  administer  not  only  the  laws  of  the  State,  but  equally  Federal  law, 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  paralyze  the  operations  of  the  Government.  And  even  if, 
after  trial  and  final  judgment  in  the  Stat«  court,  the  case  can  be  brought  into  the 
United  States  court  for  review,  the  offic^er  is  withdrawn  from  the  discharge  of  his 
duty  during  the  pendency  of  the  prosecution,  and  the  exercise  of  acknowledged 
Federal  power  arrested. 

In  said  case  it  was  further  held: 

By  the  last  clause  of  the  eighth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution,  Con- 
gress is  invested  with  power  to  make  all  laws  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into 
execution  not  only  all  the  powers  previously  specified,  but  also  all  other  powers 
vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  in  any  depart- 
ment or  officer  thereof.  Among  these  is  the  judicial  power  of  the  Government. 
That  is  declared  by  the  second  section  of  the  third  article  to  **  extend  to  all  cases  in 
law  and  equity  arising  under  the  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
treaties  made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their  authority,"  etc.  This  provision 
embraces  alike  civil  and  criminal  cases  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws. 
(Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat,  264.)  Both  are  equally  within  the  domain  of  the 
judicial  powers  of  the  United  States,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  grant  to  justify  an 
assertion  that  whatever  power  may  be  exerted  over  a  civil  case  may  not  be  exerted 
as  fully  over  a  criminal  one.  And  a  case  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States  may  as  well  arise  in  a  criminal  prosecution  as  in  a  civil  suit 

Your  communication  invited  an  expression  of  opinion  as  to  whether 
the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  embodies  the  law  of  distribution  relating  to 
the  accrued  pension  of  a  deceased  pensioner,  especially  as  to  the  fund 
in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unexpended  at  the  time  of  such  decease* 
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Sai<l  act  rojid  as  follows: 

fit-  a  tfifif'ltd  hi/  tiw  S*intte  and  IhtUM'  ttf  Rf^trtstntfitlfrs of  thf  I'ttiird  Slaifnnj  Auttnni 
hi  i  'tnuirrss  ass4  uihh  r/,  That  from  an<l  aftt*r  the  twt'iity-tMjrhth  tlay  of  Septeuilier,  vi^ht- 
tH'ii  huinlni!  aixl  iiiiu'ty-two,  the  atvnic*<l  i>eiiMi(ni  to  the  <Ute  of  the  death  of  any 
IK*iisioner,  <»r  t>f  any  i»ersoii  entitled  t»i  a  |)eiii»ion  ha\anjr  an  application  thervf<T 
{M'ndiiiK.  and  wlietlier  a  eertiiieate  therefor  nhall  issue  prior  or  siibeeqnent  to  the 
death  of  nnch  }>ers<ui,  j*hall,  in  the  cane  of  a  jwrson  |>eutiioned,  or  applying  for  pen- 
Hion  on  aceoinit  of  his  4lisal>ilitii*H  or  Hervie(%  l)e  i>aid,  firnt,  to  his)  widow;  8ecx)nd,  if 
there  is  n<»  wi«low,  to  hin  ehild  or  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  hi* 
deatli;  tliinl,  in  ca>*e  of  a  widow,  to  her  minor  children  uniler  the  age  of  nixteen  yeare 
at  lier  death.  Such  accnu^i  {tension  shall  not  he  considered  a  i>art  of  the  assets  of 
the  estate  of  such  deceas<*d  )K'rson,  nor  Ik*  liahle  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  said 
Instate  in  any  cast*  whats(H*ver,  hut  shall  inure  to  the  sole  and  exclusive  >>enefit  of  the 
widow  or  children,  An<l  if  no  widow  or  child  sur\''ive  such  pensioner,  and  in  the 
case  i){  his  last  surviving  chihl,  who  was  such  ntinor  at  his  death,  and  in  case  of  a 
depcn<lent  nutther,  father,  sister,  or  brother,  no  payment  whatsoever  of  their  accrued 
}K'nsi<»n  shall  be  ina<le  or  allowtnl  except  so  nmch  as  may  Ix^  ne<*i^ssary  to  reimlrars** 
the  jHTson  who  hore  the  exi)enst»  of  their  last  sickness  and  hurial,  if  they  di<l  not 
leave  suttit-ient  assets  to  m<vt  such  exjK'nse.  And  the  mailing  of  a  pension  check, 
drawn  by  a  pt^nsion  agent  in  paynjent  of  a  jiensicm  <lue,  to  the  a<ldressof  a  jiensioner 
shall  constitute  payment  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  fiensioner  subee<|uent  t^>  the 
execution  of  the  voucher  therefor.  And  all  prior  Ia\*8  relating  to  the  payment  <»f 
accnuMl  jKMision  are  hereby  n»|)ealtHl.     (28  Stat.,  964.) 

The  ait  is  undoubtodly  the  hiw  of  distribution  and  needs  no  con- 
struction as  it  ati'ects  accrued  pensions.  It  remains  only  to  l>e  deter- 
niint^d  whether  a  fund  that  has  been  pjiid  to  a  guardian,  and  is  in  his 
hands  at  the  date  of  the  pensioner's  death,  is  an  jwerued  pension.  As 
a  general  rule  an  accrued  pension  is  a  fund  which  is  due  the  pensioner 
but  which  has  not  yet  been  severed  from  the  general  fund  in  the 
Tieasury  or  in  the  d(»signated  dejx)sitory  upon  which  the  pension  a^ent 
would  dniw  his  check  for  payment.  It  is  not  that  condition,  however, 
which  makes  such  a  fund  an  accruinl  pension.  All  funds  whii*h  have 
accumulated  by  operation  of  law,  and  have  not  l)een  paid  to  the  pen- 
sioner or  expend(^d  in  accordance  with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  cei-tainly 
in  the  nature  of  accrued  pensions.  If,  therefore,  an  unexj)ended  fund 
in  the  hands  of  a  ^ardian  has  not,  in  legul  contemplation,  l)een  paid 
to  the  pensioner  it  must  be  an  accrued  pension.  The  pensioner  has 
no  b(»tter  title  to  such  a  fund  than  if  it  was  yet  in  the  Trea,sury.  In 
the  one  case  the  fund  is  in  the  hands  of  a  depositary,  and  in  the  other 
case  it  is  in  a  depository.  There  can  be  no  essential  difference  in  the 
nature  of  an  accru<»d  jxMision  yet  in  the  Trejisury  and  a  pension  fund 
in  the  hands  of  a  cruardian,  unless  the  payment  to  the  guardian  is,  in 
legal  contemplation,  a  payment  to  the  i)ensioner.  But  in  the  Hall 
case,  above  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  held  to  ])e  amenable  to  the 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  United  Stiites  courts  upon  the  ground  that 
the  payment  to  him  was  not  a  payment  to  the  pensioner  or  to  the  guar- 
dian as  such,  but  to  an  individual  as  a  custodian  or  depositary.  In 
this  respect  the  status  of  the  defendant  was  differentiated  from  all 
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other  cases  in  whieh  si  legiiUy  eoiistituted  truardian  comes  into  posses- 
sion of  goods  whieh  belong  to  his  ward.  The  essential  difference 
seems  to  ]>e  that  a  i>ension  fund,  IwMng  a  donation,  is  treated  as  being 
always  in  the  jx^ssession  of  the  Government  until  it  reaches  the  hands 
of  the  beneficiary,  or  in  case  of  a  person  under  disability  until  it  has 
been  properly  expended  in  his  }>ehalf.  The  payment  of  an  accrued 
I>ension  to  a  guardian  does  not  alter  the  nature  or  character  of  the 
fund;  it  is  still  an  accrued  pension  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Government. 

Attorney-General  Garland,  in  construing  the  term  accrued  pension, 
held  that: 

The  tenn  *'accnie<l  pension"  as  used  in  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  means  the 
amount  of  uione>'  unpaid  by  the  (tovernment  to  which  a  pensioner  or  a  person 
who  had  a  valid  claim  for  pension  pen<ling  was  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
(19  Op.,  1.) 

It  will  be  thus  seen  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  the 
term  ''accrued  pension"  is  synonymous  with  the  term  unpaid  pension. 
In  the  act  of  June  80,  189(),  is  the  following  provision: 

Provided  further.  That  hereafter  whenever  a  pension  certificate  shall  have  Ijeen 
issued  and  the  pensioner  mentioned  therein  dies  before  payment  shall  have  been 
made,  leaving  no  widow  an<l  no  surviving  minor  children,  the  accrued  pension  due 
on  said  certificate  to  the  date  of  the  <leat)i  of  said  pensioner  may,  in  tVie  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Ik»  paid  to  the  legal  representatives  of  said  pensioner. 
(2t>Stat.,  187.) 

In  this  proviso  the  term ''accrued  pension  "is  manifestly  used  in 
the  sense  of  unpaid  {tension.  Before  the  proviso  was  repealed  by  the 
ai^t  i>f  March  2,  1895,  the  Secretar}'  of  the  Interior,  in  the  exerc^ise  of 
his  discretion,  was  authorized  to  pay  to  the  legal  representatives  of  a 
decejused  pensioner  all  unptiid  amounts  due  from  the  date  of  the  orig- 
inal application. 

Suppose  that  an  insane  i)ensioner,  having  a  guardian  with  pension 
funds  in  his  hands,  should  die  leaving  a  widow,  would  she  hav^e  to 
make  application  for  such  fund  as  an  accrued  pension,  or  would  she 
be  relegated  to  the  statutes  of  distribution  under  the  laws  of  the  State 
in  which  she  and  the  pensioner  resided?  If  such  a  pensioner  should 
die,  leaving  no  widow  or  child,  would  that  fund  revert  to  the  Govern- 
ment or  go  to  his  legal  representatives?  If  such  a  fund  is  a  portion 
of  the  assets  of  his  estate,  then,  of  course,  it  would  be  disposed  of 
under  the  laws  of  the  State;  but  if  not,  then  it  would  })e  disposed  of 
as  an  accrued  pension.  But  the  act  of  1895,  above  recited,  declares 
that  such  ac<»rued  pension  shall  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  person,  nor  be  liable  for  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  said  estate  in  any  case  whatever,  but  shall  inure  to  the 
sole  and  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  or  children.  In  many  cases 
Congress  has  passed  laws  providing  that  pension  money  shall  not  be 
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transfenible  or  subject  to  attachment,  levy,  or  seizure,  even  after  it 
has  been  reeeive<l  by  the  agent,  attorney,  or  guardian.  Such  a  pro- 
vision is  contained  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  May  15,  1828, 
passed  for  the  relief  of  the  officers  and  soldiers  of  the  Revolution 
(4  Stat,  270).  Ever  since  the  Revolution,  in  which  our  pension  system 
had  its  origin,  pensioners  have  in  certain  aspex*ts  l>e3n  '*  wards  of  the 
United  States,"  and  that  relation  continues  so  long  as  their  pensions 
remain  in  the  hands  of  agents  or  guardians.  In  the  Hall  ease  the 
Supreme  C^ourt,  (|uoting  from  a  Massa(»hiLsetts  authority,  held: 

It  ifl  und<mbte<lly  rnini)et«nt  for  the  Unite<l  States,  said  Judge  Hoar,  to  attat^h  siich 
conditions  as  they  may  h(m>  iii  to  the  grant  of  a  pension,  and  to  fix  by  law  ttie  time 
and  manner  in  whirh  the  i)n)i)erty  shall  finally  })ass  to  the  pensioner.  ( Kellogg  r. 
Wait  and  Trustee,  12  Allen  (Mass.),  530.)  But  the  cK)urt  in  that  cikse  held  that  the 
rule  did  not  apply  to  the  money  after  the  sante  had  passecl  into  the  hands  of  the  |ien- 
sioner,  which  is  a  <|nesti<m  that  does  not  arise  in  this  case. 

From  what  has  l>e(»n  said  arises  the  necessary  legal  conclusion  that 
the  United  States  has  supreme  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  and  control 
over  the  civil  and  criminal  conduct  of  its  officers  and  agents  while 
engaged  in  the  discharge  of  duties  devolved  upon  them  by  Federal 
laws.  *  A  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  will  not  \ye  treated 
as  having  passed  from  such  control  until  it  has  reached  the  lieneficiary 
and  become  merged  into  his  estate. 

After  a  <*areful  consideration  of  the  matt^^Ts  presented  in  3^our  com- 
munication, I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary  powers  enumerated  therein 
as  necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws.  Guard- 
ians holding  pension  funds  are  subject  to  ^^our  direction,  both  before 
and  after  the  death  of  the  ward  or  insane  pensioner. 

You  will  take  such  action  as  may  be  deemed  appropriate  under  the 
views  herein  expressed. 


DESERTION— IIONORABLiK  DISCnARGE— DROPPFNG, 

Henry  P.,  alias  Patrick  H.  Burns. 

A  sol(iier  is  |>ensi<)nable  for  a  disability  inonrrtHi  suVrsequent  to  the  expiration,  by 
limitation,  of  a  t«nii  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  was  never 
discharged,  notwithstanding  tbe  fact  that  the  second  cxdd tract  of  enlistment  was 
entered  into  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  first  term  of  enhstment,  provided  said 
second  term  of  enlistment  be  faithfully  performed  and  completed,  and  be  not 
avoided  by  the  United  States. 

Am?6ta?it  ScAnu'tary  F,  L,  Camphell  to  tlw  Com7niss^.o7ier  of  PeTisiona^ 

June  4,  1901, 

Your  communication  of  May  4,  1901,  accompanying  the  papei*s  in 
the  case  (certificate  No.  20488i)  of  Menry  P.  Burns,  alias  Patrick  H. 
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Burns,  late  a  private  in  Compan}'^  B,  Thirty -fifth  New  York  Volunteer 
Infantry,  and  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Heavy  Artil- 
lery, and  inviting  the  attention  of  this  Department  to  certain  supposed 
incongruities  and  an  apparent  conflict  between  the  decision  of  this 
Department  of  April  27,  1901  (ante,  p.  332),  rendered  on  the  appeal 
of  said  Burns  from  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  dropping  his 
name  from  the  rolls,  and  reversing  said  action  and  directing  the 
restoration  of  his  pension,  and  the  decision  of  the  Department,  ren- 
dered June  21,  1898,  in  the  case  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382),  has 
been  most  carefully  considered. 

Your  communication  points  out  clearly  and  distinctl}'  the  apparent 
confli(^t  deemed  to  exist  between  the  two  departmental  decisions  above 
refeiTed  to,  and  is  as  follows: 

Department  op  the  Interior,  Burkait  of  Pensions, 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  4,  1^1. 
The  Honorable  Secretary  op  the  Interior, 

Sir:  Herewith  I  have  the  honor  to  return  decision  of  April  27,  1901,  in  claim 
(certificate  294884)  of  Henry  P.  Bums,  alias  Patrick  H.  Burns,  Company  B,  Thirty- 
fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Volunteer 
Heavy  Artillery,  and  the  papers  in  the  case,  together  with  the  case  of  John  NortoL 
(certificate  255355)  in  which  was  rendered  a  decision,  June  21,  1898,  covering  the 
point  involved  in  the  Burns  case. 

The  decision  in  the  Norton  case  has  lx»en  closely  followeti  in  the  practice  of  this 
Bureau  since  the  date  of  its  promulgation,  and,  inasmuch  as  the  decision  in  the 
Bums  case  appears  to  differ  in  principle  from  that  in  the  Norton  case  in  a  very 
important  point,  it  is  deemed  proper  to  bring  the  matter  to  your  attenticm. 

Paragraph  4  of  the  syllabus  in  the  Norton  decusion  is  as  follows:  *'  If  the  disability 
was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment,  while  the  claimant  was  a 
deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlist- 
ment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability  was  not  incurred 
in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper  command  in 
violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment," 

The  syllabus  of  the  Bums  decision  ends  thus: 

**Held:  That  appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New 
York  Volunteer  Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long  prior  to  the  incurrence 
of  the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense  of  desertion  terminated  with 
said  contract  of  enlfistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  he  was 
no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  of  military  duty  under  his  second  enlistment, 
and  occupied  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  action  dropping  him  from  the  rolls  was 
error.     (See  case  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  382. ) " 

The  facts  in  the  Norton  case  are:  He  enlisted  in  Company  H,  Ninth  Massachusetts 
Volunteer  Infantry,  April  11,  1861,  to  serve  for  three  years;  was  detached  to  Battery 
D,  Fifth  United  States  Artillery,  and  deserted  therefrom  January  21,  1863.  He 
enlisted  in  Company  B,  First  District  of  Columbia  Volunteer  Cavalry,  July  31,  1863, 
and  was  disc^harged  May  3,  1865.  He  was  pensioned  for  gunshot  wound  of  head, 
incurred,  as  shown  by  the  record,  June  23,  1864,  twelve  days  after  the  expiration  of 
the  term  of  his  original  enlistment,  and  was  dropped  because  of  desertion  from  a  prior 
service  in  1898,  having  been  last  paid  to  December  4,  1897.  Norton  died  April  26, 
1898. 

In  the  JBums*  case  it  appears  that  the  soldier  enlisted  for  two  years  (according  to 
the  Volunteer  Army  Register),  May  7,  1861,  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York 
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VohintiHT  Infantry;  <lrH«'rt«Mi  ])rior  !<»  F>l)ruary  2S,  1H82  (exai^t  HaU»  not  of  rw<»r»lV, 
onlisttnl  in  ('nni}MU)y  M,  Fifth  Nrw  Yrirk  VolunttHT  Heavy  Artillery,  Au^ist  7,  1SH2, 
for  thret'  years,  and  witf^  iliHfliar^ftyi  Jun«*  2^5.  18»>o.  He  was  iiennioneil  for  injury  A 
head  and  ])a4-k,  alh'^tNl  to  liavr  Ufn  ini-urrtsl  July  5,  18()4,  his  allegation  being  sus- 
tainiMl  hy  ronsiderahle  <*vi«K'nfe,  and  was  drop]KHi  in  1897  I  lant  paid  to  January  4, 
1897),  on  ground  <»f  tlesertion  fniin  a  prior  service. 

At  the  date  of  <ln>pping  he  had  a  elaini  {tending  for  additional  diHability — rheuma- 
tism—sai<l  to  have  Ikhmi  in<'urn»<l  in  the  winter  of  1862-63,  an*l  Rup{K>rted  by  <-oni«id- 
erahle  eviden<v. 

As  lK*fon^  statiHl,  the  decision  in  this  east'  tlenotes  as  error  the  Bureau's  ai'tion  i»f 
dropping  lK^eaus<'  of  prior  desertion,  for  the  reason  that  the  prior  contract  of  enlist- 
ment from  which  claimant  wan  never  discliargeil  had  "expired  by  limitation  long 
prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  for  which  he  was  |>en8ioned,*'  leading  irresist- 
ibly tt>  the  conclusion  that  it  is  the  relation  of  the  <lat4»  of  incurrence  of  disability 
to  that  of  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistntent  from  which  there  wa«  no  diwharge, 
whicli  is  t<»  g<»verii  the  status  of  the  soldier  a.s  (>ensionahle  or  not.  In  the  Norton 
de<-ision  weight  is  lai*!  ujHin  the  relation  ])onie  by  the  date  of  the  9<*coiid  enlistment 
to  the  expiration  t>f  the  term  of  enlistment  from  which  there  was  no  diseliaz^,  the 
cl<»sinif  ]>aragrciph  of  that  <lecision  l)eing  a*5  follows:  "  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I 
should  say  that  Mr.  Norton,  having  enlisted  in  the  First  District  of  Columbia  Cav- 
alry while  in  des<*rtion  from  Ninth  MaKsa*'husetLs  Infantry,  and  while  he  was  still  a 
memlH»r  of  that  (»rganizati(m,  was  not  in  line  of  duty  as  a  soldier  when  he  is  allegeii 
to  have  receivnl  the  disability  for  which  pension  is  claime<l,  being  at  the  time  a 
dt*s<»rter  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry." 

In  lH)th  casi^s  these<M)n<l-enlistment  contrai^t  was  entere<l  into  lx?fore  the  t4»rm  »»f 
the  first  enlistment,  from  which  then*  was  no  dis<*harge,  hail  expirtni,  and  in  l>oth 
ca«es  the  disability  was  incurred  sul>scHpient  to  the  date  of  expirati<»n  by  limitatiiin 
of  the  tirst  contrA<-t  of  enlistment. 

In  other  wonls,  the  two  cii,«^*s  apiH*ar,  in  the  view  of  the  Bureau,  t<i  1m*  in  the  same 
category,  and  to  come  under  paragraph  4  of  the  syllabus  of  the  Norttin  de<nsion. 

Inasmuch  as  that  decision  is  <piote<l  as  a  i»re<'iMlent  in  the  Burns  de<*ision,  it  does 
not  ap|>ear  that  the  Department  overrules  or  miKli  ties  it  in  anyway;  nevertheless, 
a^  the  former  <lenie<l  the  right  of  the  soldier  to  his  })ensi<m  and  the  latter  <lirects  his 
restoration  to  the  roll,  the  Hui-eau  secerns  justified  in  asking  further  gui<lance  in  deal- 
ing with  the  (juestion  of  line  of  duty  in  cases  wherein  the  disalnlity  wa*?  incurred  in 
a  second  service,  there  having  lH*en  no  dis<'hargt»  from  the  first. 

In  this  conne<*tion  note  is  uukIc  of  the  division  rendered  Noveml)er  25,  1898,  in 
the  ca«e  of  the  widow  of  John  Sullivan,  late  of  (-omiiany  H,  Nineteenth  Kentucky 
V^olunttvr  Infantry,  an<l  Company  D,  Seccuid  Ohio  Volunteer  Heavy  Artillery. 
This  claim  was  rejected  after  the  re<-eipt  of  the  further  re{)ort  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment re<iuested  in  the  de<'ision,  on  the  ground  that  the  fatal  disease  was  not  incurred 
in  line  of  duty;  the  original  contract  of  enlistment  for  three  years,  from  October  19, 
1861,  from  which  soldier  <lesert<Ml  Septeml)er  2,  1862,  not  expiring  until  nearly  six 
months  after  soldier's  discharge  from  second  st*rvi<'e,  in  whi«'h  the  fatal  disability 
was  incurnvl. 

('oncisely  state<l,  the  point  to  1h>  settltMl  is  this:  Is  sohlier  i)ensionable  if  disability 
wai«  incurred  su]>se<|uent  to  the  expirati(m  by  limitation  of  the  term  of  enlistment 
fnjui  which  he  was  never  dischargtHJ,  or  is  he  pi'usionable  only  in  caae  the  8e(t>nd 
contrat^t  of  enlistment  waa  entereil  into  sul)stHiuent  to  the  expiration  of  such  prior 
term  of  service? 

Very  resi>ectfully,  H.  Clav  Evans,  ( hmmiitsioneT. 

The  deoision  in  the  case  of  Burns  was  based  on  the  interpretation 
placed  by  this  Department  u|X)n  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Norton 
{sujmi)^  and  this  latter  decision  whs  cited  and  relied  upon  a.s  authority 
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for  the  conclusion  arrived  at  in  the  Burn's  case.  Inasmuch,  however, 
as  it  now  appears  that  the  material  facts  in  the  two  cases  are  precisely 
similar,  and,  in  the  one  case,  Norton  was  denied  a  pension  upon  the 
ground  that  he  was  in  desertion  at  the  time  he  incurred  his  disability; 
and  in  the  other  Burns  was  directed  to  be  restored  to  the  rolls  for  the 
reason  that  the  contract  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  was 
shown  to  have  expired  by  limitation  prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the 
disability  on  account  of  which  he  had  been  pensioned,  and  therefore 
he  could  not  l^e  considered  as  in  desertion  at  the  time  of  its  incurrence 
under  the  rulinjr  in  the  Norton  case,  it  l)ecomtvs  important,  as  sug- 
gested }>y  you,  to  carefully  consider  these  two  decisions,  and  ascertain, 
if  jK)ssible,  whence  this  evident  conflict  and  inconsistenc}'  between  the 
conclusion  announced  in  each  arose,  with  a  view  that  same  may  be 
reconciled,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Department  on  this  subject  be 
made  unifonn  and  harmonious. 

As  has  been  well  and  concisely  stated  in  the  conclusion  of  your 
communication,  the  (juestion  to  be  determined  is  this:  Was  it  the  inten- 
tion and  purpose  of  the  decision  in  the  Norton  case  to  hold  that  a 
soldier  was  pensionable  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension 
law  if  his  disability  was  incurred  during  a  second  term  of  service  at  a 
date  subsequent  to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  a  prior  contract  of 
enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  was  never  discharged;  or 
was  it  the  intention  of  said  decision  to  hold  that  he  would  occupy  a 
pensionable  status  only  in  the  event  that  the  second  conti'act  of  enlist- 
ment, in  which  the  disability  was  incurred,  was  entered  into  subse- 
quent to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  the  prior  term  of  service  from 
which  he  had  deserted  ? 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Norton  contained  a  carefully  considered 
dis<*ussion  of  the  effect  of  a  record  of  desertion  upon  the  pensionable 
status  of  soldiers  under  the  provisions  of  the  pension  laws,  and  an 
exhaustive  citation  and  consideration  of  the  previous  rulings  and  deci- 
sions of  this  Department  on  that  subject.  The  conclusions  of  the 
Department  were  therein  announced  in  five  general  propositions  or 
rules,  the  fourth  one  of  which  is  cit^d  in  your  foregoing  communica- 
tion, and  it  was  this  fourth  rule  or  proposition  which  is  also  cited  and 
relied  upon,  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  to  sustain  the  conclu- 
sion therein  arrived  at. 

This  fcmrth  rule  declares  the  law  to  be  as  follows: 

If  the  difiability  was  incurn'd  in  the  service  under  a  Mi))se<pient  enlistment,  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
lo  such  reenliatment,  the  claim  should  Ixj  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  (Uity,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 
command,  in  violation  of  his  former  contrat^t  of  enlistment. 

In  your  foregoing  communication  you  stat^*: 

In  the  Norton  decision  weight  is  laid  ujM)n  the  relation  borne  ]>v  ,.- 
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8e<x)nd  enliHtaient  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistment  f  nnn  which  there  was 
no  diHcharge,  the  t'loning  paragraph  of  that  decision  being  as  follows: 

"In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  sh'ould  say  that  Mr.  Norton,  ha\dng  enlisted  in  the 
First  District  of  Columhia  Cavalry  while  in  desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massaehnsettd 
Infantry,  an<l  while  he  was  still  a  member  of  that  oiiganizatiou,  was  not  in  line  of 
duty  as  a  soldier  when  he  is  alleged  to  have  rec!eived  the  disability  for  which  pen- 
sion is  claimed,  Wing  at  the  time  a  deserter  fmm  the  Ninth  Massachusettij  Infantry." 

Although  the  language  used  in  said  fourth  rule  and  in  the  above- 
cited  concluding  paragraph  of  the  Noilon  decision  is  somewhat  ambig- 
uous, and  would,  if  standing  alone,  give  color  to  the  interpretation 
suggested  by  you,  yet,  when  it  is  considered  and  read  in  connection 
with  the  body  of  said  decision  and  the  argument  and  reasoning  therein 
contained,  upon  which  said  fourth  rule  and  the  conclusion  announced 
in  the  closing  paragraph  of  the  Norton  decision  is  based,  it  would 
seem  to  be  clear  that  it  was  not  the  ''  relation  borne  by  the  dat<e  of  the 
second  enlistment  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from 
which  there  was  no  discharge"  to  which  weight  was  intended  to  be 
given,  but  that,  in  the  mind  of  the  writer  of  said  decision,  it  was  the 
relation  of  the  date  of  incurrence  of  the  disability  for  which  pension 
is  claimed  to  the  date  of  expiration  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from 
which  there  was  no  discharge,  which  is  the  material  and  controlling 
factor  in  determining  the  pensionable  status  of  the  soldier. 

This  would  seem  to  follow  inevitably  from  the  fact  that  the  whole 
argument  and  discussion  in  the  Norton  decision  of  the  particular  phase 
of  the  general  subject  of  desertion,  which  is  suggested  by  your  com- 
munication and  embraced  in  the  Burns  decision,  centers  around  and  is 
based  upon  the  principle,  laid  down  by  Attorney-General  Taft  (15  Op., 
157),  that  the  obligation  to  render  military  service  depends  on  the 
contract  of  enlistment,  and,  necessarily,  ceases  therewith;  and  the 
offense  of  desertion  nmst  be  deemed  to  terminate  at  the  same  time. 
In  the  words  of  the  Attorney-General: 

That  offense  may  l)e  vieweii  as  continuing  up  to  the  end  of  the  term  of  engage- 
ment, but  not  l)eyond. 

From  this  principle  was  deduced  the  view  and  the  holding  that  a 
soldier  could  not  be  held  to  be  in  desertion,  or  out  of  the  line  of  duty  by 
reason  of  his  absence  from  his  proper  command  without  leave,  after 
the  expiration,  by  limitation,  of  the  term  of  enlistment  from  w^hich 
he  had  deserted;  and  this  view  is  strenuously  urged  in  the  Norton 
decision  as  the  sole  and  only  basis  and  foundation  for  the  conclusion 
of  law  announced  in  the  fourth  rule,  or  general  proposition,  above 
referred  to.  Nowhere  in  the  discussion  of  this  subjec^t  in  said  deci- 
sion is  it  argued  or  even  intimated  that  the  soldier  would  be  held  to 
be  still  in  desertion,  or  out  of  the  line  of  military  duty  and  not  pen- 
sionable, simply  for  the  reason  that  at  the  date  of  his  reenlistment  he 
was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  term  of  enlistment,  provided  it  api)ear 
that  at  the  dat^*.  of  the  incurrence  of  the  disability  for  which  pension 
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is  claimed  his  former  contract  of  enlistment  had  expired  by  limitation. 
On  the  contrary,  the  veiy  gist  and  foundation  of  the  argument  and 
reasoning  advanced  in  said  decision  for  the  conclusions  therein 
announced  is  to  the  effect  that  there  could  be  no  desertion  from  a  par- 
ticular term  of  enlistment  after  the  expiration  b}^  limitation  of  the 
contract  of  enlistment  to  .serv^e  during  said  term;  that  the  offense  of 
desertion  terminated  with  the  expiration  of  the  contract,  and,  there 
then  being  no  existing  legal  obligation  to  perform  military  service,  the 
soldier  could  not  be  held  to  be  out  of  the  line  of  duty  by  reason  of  his 
absence  without  leave  from  his  proper  command. 

This  clearly  appears  from  the  following  language  used  in  said  decision 
(i)  P.D.,  390): 

Nor  do  I  think  a  soldier  would  Ikj  i)en.sioiia])le  for  a  disability  contracted  during  a 
period  when  he  was  in  desertion  from  a  fonner  enlistment,  he  having  enlisted  sub- 
sequent to  such  desertion  in  violation  of  the  Articles  of  War,  because  while  absent  in 
desertion  he  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  it  being  held  that  desertion  is  a  continuing 
offense,  and  may  be  committe<l  from  day  to  day  up  to  and  including  the  day  on 
which  his  term  of  enlistment  expires.     (15  Op.  Atty.  Gen.,  157). 

Here  it  is  plainly  stated  that  a  soldier,  whose  enlistments  were  simi- 
lar to  those  of  Norton  and  Burns,  would  not  be  pensionable  for  a  dis- 
ability incurred  during  the  time  he  was  in  desertion  from  his  former 
enlistment  for  the  sole  reason  that  he  would  not  be  in  line  of  duty  while 
thus  absent  in  desertion,  and  the  ground  for  this  conclusion  is  dis- 
tinctly stated  to  be  that  the  desertion  from  his  prior  enlistment  was 
a  continuing  offense  which  might  be  committed  from  day  to  day  up  to 
and  including  the  day  on  which  said  term  of  enlistment  expired,  and 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney -General,  holding  that  desertion  and  the 
obligation  to  perform  military  service  terminated  with  the  expiration 
of  the  contract  of  enlistment,  is  cited  as  authority  for  the  conclusion 
announced.  Consequently  there  is  no  room  for  doubt  or  question  as 
to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  language,  the  irresistible  and  neces- 
sary implication  from  which  is,  that  if  the  disability  had  been  incurred 
after  the  expiration  of  the  prior  contract  of  enlistment  the  soldier 
would  then  have  been  no  longer  in  desertion  nor  out  of  the  line  of  duty 
because  of  absence  from  his  proper  command  in  desertion,  and  pension 
on  account  thereof  could  not  be  denied  him  upon  the  grounds  set  forth, 
irrespective  of  the  fact  that  at  the  date  of  his  second  enlistment  he  was 
a  deserter  from  a  prior  term  of  enlistment. 

If  the  Norton  decision  be  intei'preted  to  hold,  as  suggested  in  your 
communication,  that  the  pensionable  status  of  a  soldier  depends,  not 
upon  the  fact  that  the  disability  for  which  pension  is  claimed  was 
incurred  in  a  second  term  of  service  sul)sequent  lo  the  expii-ation  by 
limitation  of  a  prior  term  of  service  from  which  there  was  no  discharge, 
but  solely  upon  the  fact  that  the  second  contract  of  enlistment  was 
entered  into  subsequent  to  the  expiration  of  the  prior  conti'act  of 
enlistment,  then  the  language  used  in  said  fourth  rule  announced  in 
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said  decision  is  irreconcilably  in  conflict  with  itself,  and  the  concluding- 
paragraph  of  said  decision  is  a  complete  non  secpiitur.  In  the  fourth 
rule  it  is  stated  that  if  the  disahilit\'  for  which  jjension  is  claimed — 

wsui  inciirnMl  in  the  servici'  uii<Ier  a  8iil)se<iiu»nt  enlistment,  while  the  daimaut  wa?  a 
(k'MTter  from  a  prior  enliMtnient  whicli  had  not  teniiinateil  prior  to  hucH  reenlisl- 
nient,  the  claim  nliould  L>e  rejecttnl  on  the  jrroumi  that  thedisahility  was  not  ineurre^i 
ii.  tlie  line  of  duty,  hut  while  claimant  wan  alieent  from  his  proper  oonunand  in 
violation  of  his  former  eontraet  of  enlistment. 

It  does  not  seem  to  be  open  to  question  that  in  order  to  bring  a 
given  case  within  this  rule  the  disjibilit}'  must  have  ])een  incurred 
while  the  claimant  was  in  a  state  of  desertion  ^'froni  a  prior  enlist- 
ment which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlistment ;  ■"  but, 
ac<'ordi ng  to  the  argument  and  the  authorities  from  which  this  rule 
was  deduced,  he  could  not  \)e  in  des(»rtion  '*from  a  prior  enlistment 
which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlistment'*' after  the  expira- 
tion bv  limitation  of  such  prior  enlistment.  Again,  the  ground  and 
reason  given  in  said  rule  for  rejecting  the  claim  is,  that^  IxMng  in 
desertion,  the  disal>ility  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  "'  but  while 
tlif  t  laimant  was  absent  from  his  proper  connnand  in  violation  of  his 
former  contract  of  enlistment."  This  rule,  however,  is  based  wholly 
upon  th(»  proposition  that  desertion  and  the  obligation  to  render  mili- 
tary service  terminate  with  the  expimtion  of  the  contract  of  enlist- 
ment. How,  then,  could  a  claim  }>e  rejected  under  this  rule  if  the 
disability  was  not  incurred  in  the  second  service  untilafter  the  expira- 
tion of  the  prior  service,  and  at  a  time  when,  according  to  the 
indisputable  holding  of  the  decision^  and  the  authorities  therein  cited 
in  support  of  it,  the  claimant  was  neither  in  desertion  from  his  prior 
service  nor  absent  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former 
contract  of  enlistment!?  If  the  words,  "'while  the  claimant  was  a 
desert(ir  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  ])rior  to 
such  reenlistmcnt,''  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  because  of  the  fact 
that  at  the  date  of  his  reonlistment  his  former  conti'act  of  enlistment 
was  in  force,  and  he  was  in  a  state  of  desertion,  he  would  still  be  in 
desertion  from  said  piior  service,  and  out  of  the  line  of  duty  because 
of  absence  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former  con- 
tract of  enlistment,  after  the  expiration  of  said  former  contract  of 
enlistment,  and  during  the  whole  time  of  his  second  service  subsequent 
thereto,  th(»n  these  words  would  give  said  rule  a  meaning  not  only 
a>)solutely  inconsistent  with  the  whole  argument  of  said  decision,  but 
also  irreconcilable  with  the  only  grounds  stated  by  the  rule  itself  for 
the  rejection  of  the,claim. 

It  is  clear  that  said  rule  is,  by  its  tenns,  wholly  inapplicable  to  a 
case  where  the  disability  was  incurred  in  a  second  term  of  sen'ice  after 
the  expiration  by  limitation  of  a  prior  term  of  sendee  from  which  the 
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claimant  had  deserted,  irrespective  of  the  fact  that  such  prior  service 
had  not  teiTninated  at  the  date  of  reenlistment  in  the  second  service. 
The  concluding  paragraph  of  the  Norton  decision  is  as  follows:. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  should  say  that  Mr.  Norton  having  enlisted  in  the  First 
District  of  Colambia  Cavalry  while  in  desertion  from  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infaintry, 
and  while  he  was  still  a  member  of  that  organization,  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  as 
a  soldier  when  he  is  alleged  to  have  received  the  disability  for  which  pension  is 
claimed,  being  at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry. 

Although  the  first  part  of  said  paragraph,  taken  alone,  would  seem 
to  indicate  that  Norton  was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  as  a  soldier  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  incurrence  of  his  disability  for  the  reason  that 
he  had  "enlisted  in  the  First  District  of  Columbia  Cavalry  while  in 
desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  and  while  he  was 
still  a  member  of  that  organization,"  the  reason  given  in  the  latter 
part  of  said  paragi'aph  for  the  holding  that  he  was  not  in  the  line  of 
duty  when  his  disability  was  incurred  is  plainly  stated  to  be  that  he 
was  "at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry." 
Now,  "in  view  of  the  foregoing"  discussion  and  argument  in  said 
decision,  it  does  not  follow  by  any  means  that  Norton  was  not  in  the 
line  of  duty  when  his  disability  was  incurred,  solely  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  when  he  enlisted  in  the  First  District  of  Columbia  Cavalry 
he  was  in  desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  and  was 
still  a  member  of  that  organization.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  facts  in 
his  case  are,  as  stated  in  your  communication,  that  his  contract  of 
enlistment  in  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  had  expired  by  limita- 
tion prior  to  the  date  upon  which  he  incurred  his  disability,  then  he 
could  not,  "in  view  of  the  foregoing"  holding  and  argument  of  said 
decision,  have  been  "at  the  time  a  deserter  from  the  Ninth  Massa- 
chusetts Infantry,"  and  the  reason  stated  for  the  decision  rendered 
falls  to  the  ground. 

It  is  impossible  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  decision  in  the  Nor- 
ton case  was  written  upon  the  theor}^  that  Norton  incurred  his  dis- 
ability prior  to  the  expiration  of  his  contract  of  enlistment  in  the  Ninth 
Massachusetts  Infantry,  and  at  a  time  when  he  was  in  desertion  from 
and  still  a  member  of  said  organization  under  said  contract;  since,  as 
has  been  demonstrated  in  the  foregoing,  the  statements  and  arguments 
advanced  in,  the  conclusion  reached,  and  even  the  judgment  rendered 
by  said  decision  are  utterly  irreconcilable  with  any  other  theor3\  It 
is  true,  as  pointed  out  in  your  communicjition,  that  the  facts  in  the 
Norton  case,  as  they  now  appear,  are  similar  to  the  facts  in  the  case  of 
Bums,  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  Norton  did  incur  his  disability 
after  the  expiration  of  his  temi  of  enlistment  in  the  Ninth  Massachu- 
setts Infantry;  but,  it  will  be  observed  from  an  examination  of  the 
papers  in  the  Norton  case,  that  this  fact  did  not  affirmatively  appear 
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on  the  face  of  the  reportn  of  the  War  Department,  or  from  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  at  the  date  when  said  decision  was  rendered,  and  that 
it  was  only  very  recently,  nearly  three  years  after  the  rendition  of  said 
decision,  that  any  evidence  was  filed  in  said  case  which  distinctly  and 
definitely  disclosed  the  length  of  Norton's  first  term  of  service,  or  dis- 
tinctly tended  to  show  that  it  had  expired  by  limitation  prior  to  the 
incurrence  of  his  disability. 

Although  it  might  have  liecn  discovered  })y  investigation  dehors 
the  record  then  in  the  case,  or  have  been  assumed  from  the  date  of 
Norton's  enlistment  in  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry,  that  his  fiiist 
contract  of  enlistment  was  for  a  term  of  service  of  three  years  and 
expired  at  the  end  of  that  |>eriod,  the  only  information  on  this  point 
contained  in  the  reports  of  the  War  Department  or  in  the  evidence 
filed  in  the  <»ase  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  decision  was  the  mere 
statement  of  the  date  of  his  enlistment  in  said  organization  and  the 
date  of  his  desertion  therefrom,  and  there  wa«  nothing  whatever  to  call 
particular  attention  to  the  fact  that  his  first  contract  of  enlistment 
had  expired  when  his  disability  was  incurred.  It  was  not  until  May 
1,  1901,  after  the  rendition  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  and 
more  than  three  years  after  the  death  of  Norton,  that  the  Pension 
Bureau  first  called  upon  the  War  Department  for  definite  information 
on  this  subject,  and  it  was  on  May  3,  1901,  in  reply  to  this  inquiry, 
that  the  War  Department,  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  said 
case,  reported  that  Norton's  first  contract  of  enlistment  was  for  a  term 
of  three  years,  and  the  fact  distinctly  and  affirmativel}^  appeared  from 
the  evidence  in  said  case  that  said  contract  had  expired  by  limitation 
a  few  days  prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the  disability  for  which  pension 
was  claimed.  If  this  fact  had  been  apparent,  or  had  been  recognized 
as  an  existing  fact  in  the  adjudication  of  Norton's  cuse  or  at  the  time 
the  decision  was  rendered  therein  on  appeal,  there  would  certainly 
have  been  no  necessity  to  have  called  upon  the  War  Department  at 
this  late  date  to  obtain  definite  and  certain  information  on  the  subject. 

That  the  conclusion  in  the  Norton  decision  was  reached  under  a  mis- 
apprehension of  the  actual  facts  of  the  case,  and  was  based  upon  the 
theory  that  Norton's  first  contract  of  enlistment  was  still  in  force,  and 
he  was  m  desertion  from  the  Ninth  Massachusetts  Infantry  at  the  date 
he  incurred  his  disability,  also,  clearly  appears  from  the  fact  that  in 
the  decision  in  the  CAse  of  the  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (10  P.  D.,  55), 
rendered  less  than  six  months  after  the  Norton  decision,  and  by  the 
same  Assistant  Secretary  of  this  Department  who  rendered  the  Norton 
decision,  exactly  the  same  interpretation  was  given  to  the  Norton 
decision  as  is  given,  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns.  In  the  case 
of  Sullivan  the  material  facts  are  precisely  similar  to  those  in  the  case 
of  Burns,  Sullivan  wjis  shown  to  have  enlisted  a  second  time,  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  a  former  contract  of  enlistment  and  while  in 
desertion  from  another  organization.     Ilis  death  Was  alleged  to  liave 
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resulted  from  disease  contracted  in  line  of  duty  during  his  second  term 
of  service,  and  the  claim  of  his  widow  for  pension  was  rejected  upon 
the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter  from  his  first  term  of  enlistment. 
In  the  decision  rendered  on  appeal  from  this  action  it  was  distinctly 
and  positively  held,  upon  the  basis  and  authority  of  the  holding  in  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Norton,  which  was  therein  cited  and  referred 
to,  that  if  it  should  appear  that  the  soldier  incurred  the  disability 
causing  his  death  during  his  second  service  after  the  expiration  by 
limitation  of  his  first  contract  of  enlistment,  "he  could  not  be  held  as 
having  been  in  desertion  at  that  time,  but  in  line  of  duty."  And  it 
wa8  furthermore  stated  therein  that  if  it  should  be  determined  from 
the  evidence  that  Sullivan's  death  was  caused  by  any  ''disability  con- 
tracted in  line  of  duty  during  his  second  term  of  military  service  after 
the  legal  expiration  of  his  first  term  of  enlistment,  then  his  desertion 
from  said  first  term  of  service  would  be  no  bar  to  the  grant  of  pension 
to  his  widow." 

In  Sullivan's  case,  as  was  true  of  the  Norton  case  when  it  was  adju- 
dicated and  decided  on  appeal,  the  repoi*ts  of  the  War  Department  and 
the  evidence  failed  to  indicate  the  length  of  the  first  term  of  enlistment, 
or  whether,  or  not,  it  had  expired  at  the  date  of  the  incurrence  of  the 
disability  alleged  as  basis  for  pension,  and,  therefore,  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  soldier  was  shown  to  have 
been  a  deserter  from  his  first  service  was  reversed,  and  the  case  was 
remanded  with  instructions  to  call  upon  the  War  Department  for  defi- 
nite information  upon  this  point,  and  to  readjudicate  the  claim  in 
accordance  with  the  above  cited  views,  which  were  declared  to  be  the 
ruling  and  holding  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Norton. 

This  decision  in  the  case  of  Sullivan  amounts,  practically,  to  a  con- 
temporaneous judicial  interpretation  by  this  Department  of  the  deci- 
sion in  the  case  of  Norton,  and  would  seem  to  settle,  beyond  all  cavil 
or  controversy,  what  the  Department  intended  to  hold  in  the  Norton 
case,  and  what  meaning  the  oflicial  who  rendered  said  decision  intended 
to  convey  by  the  language  therein  used. 

The  only  other  ground  upon  which  a  rejection  of  the  claim  of  Burns 
because  of  his  desertion  from  his  fii*st  term  of  enlistment  could  be 
maintained  would  be,  that,  being  a  deserter  at  the  date  of  his  second 
enlistment,  and  said  second  enlistment  having  been  in  violation  of  the 
Articles  of  War,  his  second  contract  of  enlistment  was  an  illegal  con- 
tract, and  his  second  service  thereunder  was  throughout  an  illegal 
service,  and  he  was  out  of  the  line  of  military  duty  and  could  not 
occupj^  a  pensionable  status  at  any  time  during  its  continuance.  This 
particular  phase  of  the  subject  was,  very  naturally,  not  discussed  or 
alluded  to  at  all  in  the  decision  in  Norton's  case  for  the  reason  that  it 
had  been  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  previous  decision  in  the  case  of 
George  Lessor  (8  P.  D.,  114),  rendered  March  30, 1896,  and  which  was 
reviewed  at  length,  and  partially  overruled  in  the  Norton  decision,  that 
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it  was  held  by  the  War  Department,  in  a  case  submitted  to  it  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  for  an  opinion  on  this  very  point,  that  the  validity  of 
a  second  term  of  enlistment  while  the  first,  by  reason  of  desertion,  is 
yet  unfinished — 

Is  voidable  by  the  l^niteil  Stat  en,  but  not  void,  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  is  V3,hd 
until  avoided  by  the  Unittnl  Stat**,  ho  that  if  it  be  not  avoided  before  its  expiratioa 
it  becomes  a  (x>mplete,  lepil  term  of  service. 

This  question  as  to  the  validit}'  of  a  second  term  of  military  service, 
entered  upon  while  in  desertion  and  in  violation  of  the  Articles  of 
War,  if  faithfully  performed  and  not  avoided  b}'  the  United  States 
prior  to  its  expiration,  is  a  question  of  military  law,  and  peculiarly 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  province  of  the  War  Department  to  decide, 
and  its  decisions  and  holdings  on  such  questions  have  always  been 
considered  binding  and  conclusive  on  this  Department.  This  fact  was 
recognized  in  the  decision  in  lessor's  case  {ttuj/ru),  and  the  Depart- 
ment therein  distinctly  al>andoned  the  position  that  the  soldier  could 
be  considered  as  out  of  the  line  of  dut}'  and  not  pensionable  during 
the  whole  period  of  his  second  enlistment,  upon  the  ground  of  the 
illegality  of  his  second  contract  of  enlistment  at  the  date  of  its  incep- 
tion, but  based  its  holding  solely  upon  the  ground  that,  although  the 
second  service  was  not  avoided  by  the  United  States  and  became  a 
valid  and  legal  military  service  upon  its  faithful  completion  by  the 
soldier,  he  was  still  left  in  the  status  of  a  deserter  from  his  first 
term  of  enlistment  during  his  entire  subsequent  service,  and  was, 
therefore,  not  pensionable.  It  was  only  this  holding  of  the  Lessor 
decision  that  was  discussed  and  overruled  in  the  decision  in  the  Nor- 
ton case,  and  no  dissent  or  disapproval  was  intimated  or  expressed 
therein  to  the  acrcptance  by  the  Lessor  decision  of  the  ruling  of  the 
War  Department  above  cited. 

The  foregoing  ruling  of  the  War  Department  still  expresses,  so  far 
as  this  Department  is  informed,  the  authoritative  and  controlling 
views  of  that  Department  on  this  subject,  and  if  it  be  accepted,  as  it 
must  be,  it  is  utterly  destructive  of  the  position  that  the  claim  of  a 
soldier  could  be  rejected  solely  upon  the  ground  that  his  second  term 
of  service  had  been  entered  upon  at  a  date  prior  to  the  expiration  by 
limitation  of  his  first  contract  of  enlistment  and  when  he  was  in 
desertion  from  another  organization,  and  was,  therefore,  illegal  in  its 
inception,  provided  said  second  term  of  service  was  faithfulh"  per- 
formed and  completed,  and  never  avoided  by  the  United  States. 

Although  it  was  not  necessary  under  the  ruling  in  the  Norton  case 
to  have  done  so,  this  branch  of  the  subject  was  referred  to  in  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  and  the  iniling  of  the  War  Department 
was  cited  and  applied  to  the  facts  of  his  case  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  he  could  not  have  been  held  to  be  out  of  the  line  of  military 
duty  at  the  time  of  incurring  his  disability  for  the  reason  that  his 
second  term  of  service  was  an  illegal  service.        L.,y,,... .^  ^jOOglC 
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In  view  of  these  considerationa  the  Department  is  fully  satisfied 
that  the  intei-pretation  given  to  the  Norton  decision  (supra),  by  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (supra),  and  in  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Burns,  to  which  you  refer,  is  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  said  Norton  decision,  and  correctly  expresses  and  sets 
forth  the  law  governing  such  cases. 

The  Department  therefore  holds,  in  answer  to  the  question  with 
which  your  communication  closes,  that  a  soldier  is  pensionable  if  his 
disability  was  incurred  subsequent  to  the  expiration  by  limitation  of  a 
term  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  was  never  dis- 
charged, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  second  contract  of  enlist- 
ment was  entered  into  prior  to  the  explication  of  the  first  term  of 
service,  provided  said  second  term  of  enlistment  be  faithfully  performed 
and  completed,  and  be  not  avoided  by  the  United  States. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Burns  will,  therefore,  be  adhered  to,  and 
the  Norton  decision  will  be  interpreted  and  construed  to  hold  as  has 
been  herein  indicated. 


DESERTION— ITONOUAHLE   l>IsrirARCJ K-RESTORATrON. 

Lewis  Rankin. 

It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  this  appellant's  military  service,  and  from 
the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incurred  the  disabilities  in 
the  service  on  ac^connt  of  which  he  was  formerly  pensioned,  he  waa  in  desertion 
from  a  prior  term  of  service  and  w^as  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper  com- 
mand without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  restored 
to  the  pension  roll  under  the  prt^ent  rulings  and  decisions  of  this  Department. 
8ee  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  882),  and  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (10  P.  D., 
65). 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphell  to  the  Comraissumer  of  Penmons^ 

June  6\  1901. 

Lewis  Rankin,  late  a  private  in  Company  K,  Seventh  Illinois  Vol- 
unteer Infantry;  a  second  lieutenant  in  Company  B,  Fifty-sixth  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry;  a  private  in  Company  D,  One  hundred  and  second 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  G,  Fifty-fourth  Illinois  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  was  on  August  15, 1882,  allowed  a  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  genei-al  pension  law,  and  was  last  paid  at  the  rate  of 
$14  per  month,  for  shell  wounds  of  left  hand,  arm,  and  side,  and  a 
cicatrix,  result  of  erysipelas  of  right  aim.  On  June  12,  1896,  said 
pensioner  was  after  due  and  legal  notice  dropped  from  the  pension 
roll  and  his  said  pension  terminated,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was 
shown  by  the  oflScial  records  of  the  War  Department  that  he  was  a 
deserter  from  Company  B,  Fifty-sixth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry, 
which  charge  of  desertion  the  War  Department  declined  to  remove. 
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From  the  action  dropping  the  pensioner  from  the  roll,  a^s  afore^^aid, 
an  appeal  was  taken  on  September  13, 1898. 

The  ofScial  record  of  the  appellant's  military  service  during  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  shows  that  he  first  enlisted  under  the  name  of  William 
L.  Rankin  on  April  22,  1861,  as  a  private  in  Company  K,  Seventh 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein  until  July  25,  1861, 
when  he  was  mustered  out  and  discharged  the  service  with  said  com- 
pany. He  enlisted  a  second  time  under  the  same  name  on  November 
6,  1861,  and  was  enrolled  and  mustered  in  as  a  second  lieutenant  of 
Company  B,  Fifty-sixth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry',  on  February  27, 
1862,  and  served  therein  as  such  until  August  5, 1862,  when  he  deserted 
and  never  afterwards  returned  to  or  was  discharged  from  said  organi- 
zation. He  enlisted  a  third  time  under  the  name  of  Lewis  Tupper  on 
August  21, 1862,  as  a  private  in  Company  D,  One  hundred  and  second 
Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry  (while  in  desertion  from,  and  while  still  a 
member  of  Company  B,  Fifty -sixth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry'),  and 
served  therein  until  May  5,  1863,  when  he  was  discharged  therefrom 
on  a  surgeon's  certificate  because  of  disability.  He  enlisted  a  fourth 
time  under  the  name  of  Lewis  Rankin,  and  while  still  in  desertion  from 
his  second  term  of  service,  on  March  29, 1864,  as  a  private  in  Company 
G,  Fifty-fourth  Illinois  Volunteer  InfantiT,  and  served  therein  until 
October  15,  1865,  when  he  was  mustered  out  with  said  company  and 
finaUy  discharged  the  service. 

On  September  17,  1895,  the  War  Department  reported: 

That  an  application  for  removal  of  the  chaise  of  desertion,  and  for  an  honorable 
discharge  in  the  ca»e  of  William  L.  Rankin,  as  of  Company  B,  Fifty -nixth  Illinois 
Infantry  Volunteers,  has  been  denied.  The  cm*e  apin^ars  to  Ik?  one  in  which  no 
relief  can  be  afforded  under  existing  law. 

On  February  19,  1890,  the  appellant,  testifying  before  a  special 
examiner,  admitted  under  oath  his  desertion  from  Company  B,  Fifty- 
sixth  Illinois  Volunter  Infantry,  shown  b}^  the  foregoing  official  record, 
as  follows: 

I  was  in  the  Fifty-sixth,  and  I  wanted  to  resign  and  my  resignation  was  not 
accepted.  I  deserted  and  joine<l  the  One  hundred  and  sei^ond  as  a  private  under 
an  assumed  name. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  fact  of  the  appellant's  desertion  from  his 
second  terra  of  service  was  in  evidence  in  the  case,  and  fully  known 
to  the  officials  of  the  Pension  Bureau  at  the  date  his  claim  for  pension 
was  admitted  and  his  pension  originally  allowed  him,  and  that  said 
pension  had  been  allowed  under  and  in  accordance  with  the  decisions 
of  this  Department,  and  the  views  and  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau, 
relative  to  the  effect  of  such  desertion  upon  his  pt^iisionable  status, 
then  in  force  and  prevailing;  that  he  had  been  dropped  from  the  rolls 
under  and  by  virtue  of  a  decision  rendered  by  a  subsequent  adminis- 
tration of  this  Department,  which  overruled  the  decisions  in  accord- 
ance with  which  his  claim  had  been  admitted,  and  announced  a  different 
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construction  of  the  law,  contmry  to  and  in  violation  of  the  well-settled 
ruling  and  pi-actice  of  the  Department  in  such  cases,  that  where  a 
claim  for  pension  had  been  adjudicated,  and  pension  allowed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  views  and  decisions  of  the  Department  in  force  at  the 
time,  such  adjudication  would  not,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  fraud 
or  mistake,  be  disturbed  or  set  aside  by  a  subsequent  administration 
merely  because  of  a  change  of  view  and  opinion  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  law,  and  therefore  he  should  be  restored  to  the  roll.  This 
argument  is  self -destructive,  however,  in  this  case,  since  the  action 
dropping  the  appellant  from  the  rolls  having  been  taken  under  a 
former  administration,  and  in  accordance  with  a  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  a  construction  of  the  law  then  in  force  and  prevailing,  which 
has  also  since  been  overruled  and  modified,  the  same  reason  could  be 
urged  with  just  as  much  force  against  disturbing  said  action,  as  it  is 
urged  for  restoring  the  appellant  to  the  roll. 

The  real  and  material  question  to  be  considered  and  determined  on 
this  appeal  is,  however,  whether  or  not  this  appellant  would  be  entitled 
to  restoration  to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  views  and  decisions 
of  this  Department,  for  it  would  certainly  be  most  inconsistent  in  the 
Department  to  direct  his  restoration  to  the  roll  when,  under  precisely 
similar  facts  and  circumstances,  it  would  affirm  the  rejection  of  a  claim 
for  original  pension  on  the  ground  of  desertion. 

This  appellant  was  dropped  from  the  roll  under  and  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  and  holding  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  George 
Lessor  (8  P.  D.,  114),  rendered  March  30,  1896,  wherein  it  was  held: 

That  a  claimant,  against  whom  there  stands  a  charge  of  desertion  under  an  enlist- 
ment for  service  in  the  war  of  the  rel^ellion,  which  charge  the  War  Department 
declines  to  remove,  has  no  title  to  pension  under  any  existing  law  on  account  of  dis- 
ability incurred  in  said  war,  or  service  performed  therein. 

This  ruling  and  decision  was  subsequently,  however,  partiallj^  over- 
ruled and  very  greatly  modified  by  the  decision  rendered  June  21, 1898, 
in  the  case  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382),  wherein  the  whole  subject 
of  desertion,  in  its  relation  to  and  bearing  upon  pensions  and  claim- 
ants for  pension,  was  thoroughly  and  exhaustively  discussed  and  care- 
fully considered,  and  four  general  propositions  or  rules  were  deduced 
and  laid  down  which  have  since  guided  and  controlled  the  adjudica- 
tion of  claims  for  pension  in  which  a  charge  of  desertion  appeared 
standing  against  the  claimant. 

The  fourth  one  of  said  iniles,  which  is  the  one  applicable  to  the  facts 
of  the  present  case,  is  as  follows: 

If  the  disability  was  incurred  in  the  service  under  a  subsequent  enlistment  while 
the  claimant  was  a  deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior 
to  Buch  reenlistment,  the  claim  should  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  disability 
was  not  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  but  while  claimant  was  absent  from  his  proper 

command  in  violation  of  his  former  contract  of  enlistment.  C^ r^r\r^]r> 
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This  appellant  was  mustered  into  his  second  term  of  service  as  a 
commissioned  officer.  His  engagement  and  obligation  to  senre  as 
such  was,  therefore,  binding  on  him  as  long  as  the  organization  in 
which  he  was  commissioned  and  mustered,  the  Fifty-sixth  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantrj^,  was  in  existence,  and  it  would  not  expire  by  l^pal 
limitation  until  the  muster  out  and  discharge  of  said  regiment,  unless 
sooner  terminated  by  his  resignation  or  discharge  for  disability.  He 
official  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  Fifty-sixth  Illi- 
nois Volunteer  Infantry  was  not  mustered  out  of  the  service  until 
August  12, 1865.  Conse<]|uently,  the  appellant's  engagement  to  render 
military  service  therein  as  a  commissioned  officer  of  Company  B  of 
that  regiment  did  not  expire  by  legal  limitation  imtil  that  date.  As 
shown  by  the  official  record  of  his  military  service,  as  well  as  by  his 
own  admission,  he  deserted  from  said  company  and  regiment  on 
August  5,  1862,  and  enlisted  the  third  time  on  August  21,  1862,  and 
the  fourth  time  on  March  29,  1864.  He  was,  therefore,  during  the 
whole  period  of  his  third  enlistment  and  service  in  Company  D, 
One  hundred  and  second  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  during  his 
fourth  enlistment  and  service  in  Company  G,  Fifty-fourth  Illinois 
Volunteer  Infantry,  up  to  August  12,  1865,  "a  deserter  from  a  prior 
enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  such  reenlistments,"  and 
was  not  in  the  line  of  duty  but  ''absent  from  his  proper  command  in 
violation  of  his  former  conti-act  of  enlistment." 

The  disabilities  for  which  the  appellant  was  formerly  pensioned 
were  alleged  and  proved  by  him  to  have  been  incurred  during  his 
fourth  and  last  term  of  enlistment,  while  serving  in  Company  G, 
Fifty-fourth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  all  during  the  month  of 
August,  1864.  Hence  they  were  incurred  while  this  appellant  was  a 
deserter  from  a  prior  enlistment  which  had  not  terminated  prior  to  his 
reenlistments,  and  were  not  incurred  by  him  in  line  of  duty,  but  while 
he  was  absent  from  his  proper  command  in  violation  of  his  former 
contract  of  enlistment.  It  is  manifest  that  the  facts  in  the  appellant's 
case  bring  it  squarely  and  within  the  above-cited  fourth  rule  laid  down 
in  the  Norton  decision  (supra),  and  that  in  accordance  with  said  rule 
a  claim  for  pension  based  upon  said  disabilities  would  be  rejected  upon 
the  ground  that  they  were  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty  and  not  pen- 
sionable. Therefore,  he  could  not  now  be  restored  to  the  roll  on 
account  of  disabilities  thus  incurred,  smce  it  is  evident,  in  view  of  the 
present  decisions  of  the  Department,  he  was  improperly  and  errone- 
ously pensioned  therefor  in  the  first  instance. 

The  action  dropping  the  appellant  from  the  rolls  is,  therefore,  hereby 
affirmed,  and  restoration  of  the  pension  he  was  formerly  receiving  is 
denied  him  for  the  reasons  herein  set  forth. 
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BBSERTBl)  AVrPK-ACT  MARCH  a,  1899-KVIDBNCB. 

Mary  A.  Rothery  v,  Henry  N.  Rothery. 

The  word  deaertion  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  used  in  its  general  legal  sense 
and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  the  x>ensioner  from  his  wife,  or  his  voluntary 
refusal  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabitation,  without  legal  justification.  Rothery  v. 
Rothery  (11  P.  D.,  77);  Richards  v.  Richards  (ibid.,  90);  Henry  N.  Rothery 
(ibid.,  255). 

The  evidence  in  this  dtB  shows  that  pensioner  did  not  willfully  desert  claimant,  but 
that  his  separation  from  his  wife  is  due  to  her  own  conduct  toward  him,  and  is  in 
accordance  with  her  wish. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Ccnnmissi'Oner  of  PensionSy 

Jrnie  8,  1901. 

Mrs.  Mary  Ann  Rothery,  wife  of  Henry  N.  Rothery,  late  private, 
Company  D,  Fifth  United  States  Artillery,  and  a  pensioner  under  cer- 
tificate No.  369464,  appealed  April  26,  1901,  from  the  Bureau  action 
of  April  6,  1901,  rejecting  her  deserted  wife's  claim,  filed  November 
2,  1900,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  on  the  gi'ound  that — 

pensioner  did  not  willfully  desert  claimant,  but  separation  is  due  to  her  own  conduct 
toward  him,  and  is  in  acc^ordance  with  her  wish. 

The  evidence  filed  in  support  of  her  said  application  does  not  mate- 
rially change  the  facts  as  to  the  alleged  desertion  as  disclosed  by  the 
testimony  in  the  special  examination  of  July,  1899,  which  was  care- 
fully considered  by  this  Department  in  a  former  appeal,  September 
5,  1900.     (See  11  P.  D.,  7T.) 

Qaimant  testified  in  an  affidavit  February  15,  1901,  filed  in  support 
of  her  said  application  of  November  2,  1900,  that  since  her  husband 
deserted  her  in  1890  she  had  never  received  any  offer  to  resume  marital 
relations,  which  she  regarded  as  bona  fide;  that  after  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  had  awarded  her  one-half  his  pension  in  1899  her  husband 
came  to  her  door  early  one  morning  and  told  a  neighbor  to  listen  to 
what  she  would  saj^,  but  that  she  declined  to  stay,  and  that  she  (affiant) 
shut  the  door  and  he  (pensioner)  said  nothing  to  her;  that  she  had  beien 
informed  that  he  had  made  threats  against  her  life,  and  was  afraid  to 
be  alone  with  him.     She  further  testified  as  follows: 

In  September,  1899,  after  a  pension  payment,  he  again  came  to  see  me,  and  had  a 
witness,  one  Rosser,  whose  aflBdavit  is  among  the  papers  in  the  case,  and  he  then 
asked  me  if  I  did  not  know  that  I  was  his  lawful  wife,  and  I  again  shut  the  door, 
and  he  went  away;  that  subsequently  the  wife  of  the  said  Rosner  visited  me,  she 
having  also  an  affidavit  in  the  case,  and  while  she  was  there  my  husband  came  to 
the  door  and  asked  me  if  I  w^as  going  to  live  with  him,  and  I  again  shut  the  door, 
and  he  went  away. 

Claimant  fails  to  state  who  informed  her  that  her  husband  had  made 
threats  against  her  life,  and  no  witness  has  testified  that  he  had  made 
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any  such  throats  U8  alleged,  nor  is  it  shown  that  she  had  any  .sufficient 
reason  to  fear  her  husband  or  rejjurd  his  offers  to  renew  their  sus- 
pended cohabitation  as  not  made  in  good  faith. 

Pensioner  testified  in  an  affidavit  January  4,  1901,  as  follows: 

From  Septeml>er  11, 1890,  to  the  present  time,  I  have  been  to  my  wife's  house,  at 
511  F  street;  on  Plleventh  utreet;  on  Sixth  ntreet;  and  again  at 800  Sixth  street  NW., 
where  she  now  resides,  with  the  intention  of  seeinj?  my  wife,  and,  if  possible,  arrang- 
ing so  that  we  might  live  together,  but  upon  all  such  oeca-sions  she  has  not  only 
refused  me  audience  with  her,  f)ut  has  abnolutely  shut  the  do^in  my  face,  and  refused 
me  admisnion  into  the  house  or  to  see  me  in  relation  thereto. 

Upon  seeing  her  upon  all  such  occasions  I  spoke  to  her  in  a  friendly  tone,  but  she 
would  not  talk  with  me,  and  ui)on  every  occasion  that  I  have  gotten  from  her  an 
expression  in  relation  to  our  domestic  affairs,  she  has  always  advised  me,  personally 
and  through  my  children,  that  under  no  circumstances  whatever  would  she  live  with 
me,  and  that  I  must  not  come  to  her  house  where  she  was,  and  if  I  did  so  she  would 
have  me  arreste<l. 

I  have  always  tried  to  be  friendly  with  my  wife,  because  I  felt  that  her  heart  would 
relent,  and  she  might  discover  her  mistakes  and  errors  and  return  to  me,  but  she  lias 
never  manifested  any  such  purpose  or  intention. 

That  in  1894  and  1895,  when  I  had  an  operation  performed  on  the  wound  in  my 
head,  and  the  four  times  in  hospital,  my  wife  never  visited  me,  or  wrote  to  me,  or  in 
any  way  showed  any  wifely  solicitude  toward  me,  but  has  often  threatened  me  with 
the  police,  and  sent  me  messages  to  the  effect  that  if  I  did  not  keep  away  from  her 
house  she  would  have  me  arrested. 

This  has  been  her  course,  continued  for  now  over  eleven  years.    *    *    * 

That  he  does  not  and  never  did  contemplate  abandoning  and  deserting  his  wife, 
but  is  now  and  has  always  been  at  all  times  abundantly  willing  to  live  with  her  and 
provide  for  her  to  the  best  of  his  ability,  but  on  the  contrary  she  willfully  deserted 
and  abandoned  him  herself  years  ago,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  and  engaged  in  her  own 
business  of  dressmaking,  and  insisted  upon  being  and  living  away  from  and  independ- 
ent of  him. 

The  attorney  for  claimant  has  filed  a  copy  of  a  bill  for  divorce  by 
pensioner,  which  he  testified  was  dismissed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  equity,  October  11,  iy(K),  after  issue  joined 
and  testimony  by  the  parties  submitted. 

The  evident  inference  sought  to  be  drawn  from  said  facts  is  that  the 
court  having  denied  pensioner's  application  for  divorce  biised  on  cru- 
elty and  desertion  on  the  part  of  claimant,  that  therefore  she  did  not 
desert  him.  Such  an  inference  is  not  warranted.  The  bill  shows  upon 
its  face  that  the  object  of  the  divorce  was  to  prevent  claimant  from 
annoying  him  in  the  matter  of  his  pension,  and  the  court,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  might  well  have  considered  in  a  case 
where  the  evidence  was  evenly  balanced  that  the  relief  sought  should 
}ye  denied;  in  fact,  such  would  be  its  plain  duty,  as  the  buixien  of  proof 
was  upon  the  complainant. 

So,  also,  as  stated  b}^  Stewart  on  Marriage  and  Divorce: 

One  party  to  a  marriage  is  justified  in  leaving  the  other  *  *  ♦  by  such  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  other  tis  Ih  cruel,  outrageous,  though  not  amounting  to  cause 
for  divorce. 
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In  this  case  the  burden  of  proof  rests  with  the  claimant  to  establish 
the  desertion  of  her  husband,  and  this  she  has  failed  to  do. 

Even  if  her  husband  in  the  first  of  their  separation  abandoned  her 
without  legal  justification,  this  would  not  justify  a  continued  refusal 
on  her  part  to  resume  the  suspended  cohabitation  when  her  husband 
oflfered  in  good  faith  to  resume  their  marital  relations.  Such  refusal 
on  her  part  constitutes  her  the  deserter.  Stewart  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  paragraphs  255-256,  briefly  states  the  law  on  this  subject,  as 
follows: 

The  one  who  has  the  mtent  to  desert,  whether  it  be  the  one  who  leaves  the  matri- 
monial home  or  not,  is  the  one  who  deserts  (citing  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce, 
paragraph  787). 

Thus  if  a  man  without  justification  makes  his  wife  unwillingly  leave  him  *  *  * 
he  deserts  her.  So  if  the  wife  drives  the  husband  away.  So  if  the  husband  refuses 
to  receive  his  wife  who  has  left  him  without  justification,  or  a  wife  her  husband.  So 
if  they  have  been  separated  for  cause  and  the  cause  is  removed,  but  one  of  them 
declined  to  renew  the  cohabitation,  such  one  is  the  deserter. 

So  an  unconditional  and  bone  fide  offer  to  renew  cohabitation,  made  by  the  desert- 
ing party  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  necessary  to  render  it  a  cause  for  divorce, 
throws  the  responsibility  for  the  continuance  of  the  separation  on  the  other  party. 

Separation  by  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  is  not  desertion  in  either.  But  either 
party  may  revoke  such  consent,  and  if  the  other  party  refuses  to  renew  cohabitation 
it  is  desertion  on  the  part  of  such  latter  party. 

Claimant  when  asked  })y  the  special  examiner,  in  her  fonner  claim, 
whether  her  husband  had  ever  asked  her  to  live  with  him,  replied,  "I 
have  never  given  him  a  chance."  See  Rothery  v.  Rothery  (11  P.  D., 
77). 

Her  own  affidavit  in  this  case,  heretofore  referred  to,  indicates  that 
she  has  not  changed  her  intent  or  conduct  in  this  regard,  and  her  con- 
tinued refusal  to  entertain  his  offers  of  reconciliation  hardly  justifies 
her  in  charging  bad  faith  on  his  part. 

Without  further  conmient  upon  the  voluminous  testimony  filed  in  a 
former  claim,  all  of  which  was  duly  considered  at  the  time  of  the 
former  departmental  decision  of  September  5,  1900,  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  the  word  ''desert"  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  used  in  its 
general  legal  sense  and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  the  pensioner 
from  his  wife  or  his  voluntary  refusal  to  renew  a  suspended  cohabita- 
tion, without  legal  justification.  Richards  r.  Richards  (11  P.  D.,  90); 
Henry  N.  Rothery  (ibid.,  255). 

The  Department  is  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  the 
case  shows  that  the  pensioner  did  not  willfully  desert  claimant,  but 
that  his  separation  from  his  wife  is  due  to  her  own  conduct  toward 
him  and  is  in  accordance  with  her  wish,  and  the  action  appealed  from 
is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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INCUKASK  XiT  OFJANTARY  5,   189.3-<:x»f  MENCEMENT. 

Robert  Markwood. 

The  increane  (»f  pcnnion  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  for  survivorB  of  the 
Mexican  war  who  have  been  pennioneil  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Janu- 
ary 29,  18H7,  or  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  should  be  made  to  commence  from  the 
date,  Hubnequent  to  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  granting  said  increase,  at 
which  it  shall  have  been  establishes!  by  the  proof  that  the  conditions  of  disability 
and  destitution  existed  which  are  designated  in  said  act  as  entitling  sach  pen- 
Hioners  to  the  inc^rease  of  pension  therein  provided. 

The  decisions  of  this  Department  of  May  19,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Collins,  alias  Cross- 
weight  (L.  B.  125,  p.  82) ;  June  8,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Harmon  (L.  B.  129,  p.  7) ; 
Septeml)er  13,  1895,  in  the  case  of  Hope  (L.  B.  182,  p.  400);  and  May  7, 1898,  in 
the  case  of  Levan  (9  P.  D.,  322),  and  all  similar  decisions  and  holdings  are 
hereby  overrule<i  and  set  aside,  and  Order  No.  231  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions is  disapproved  and  abrogated. 

Assistant  Secret^n^y  F,  L.  CamjjbeU  to  the  Ccnnmissioner  of  Pen&icms^ 

June  8,  1901, 

Ro^)ert  Markwood,  late  a  private  in  Company  A,  Powell's  Battalion^ 
Missouri  Mounted  Volunteers,  Mexican  war,  was  on  September  17, 
1892,  allowed  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  January 
29,  1887,  and  March  3,  1891,  as  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  war,  at 
the  rate  of  $8  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  last- 
named  act. 

On  July  6,  1893,  said  pensioner  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  an 
application  for  the  increase  of  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January 
5,  1893,  which  was  rejected  on  September  15,  1893,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  members  of  the  organization  to  which  the  pensioner  belonged, 
and  in  which  his  military  service  was  rendered  during  the  Mexican 
war,  were  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  said  act,  its  provisions  being 
applica])le  only  to  such  pensioners  as  were  on  the  rolls  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  at  the  date  of  its  approval. 

Subsequently,  on  April  3, 1897,  the  pensioner  filed  a  second  applica- 
tion for  said  increase  of  pension,  which  was  admitted  on  Februarj'  25, 
1898,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  and  ruling  of  this  Department 
in  the  cjise  of  Zachariah  Winkler  (9  P.  D.,  172), and  on  March  3, 1898, 
his  pension  was  increased  to  $12  per  month,  as  provided  by  the  act  of 
January  5,  1893,  from  February  17,  1898,  the  date  upon  which  said 
applic4ition  for  increase  of  pension  had  been  approved  for  admission 
by  the  board  of  review  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  in  accordance  with 
Order  No.  231  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

From  this  action,  commencing  the  increase  of  pension  allowed  the 
pensioner  from  the  date  on  which  his  application  for  such  increase  was 
approved  for  admission  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  the  present  appeal  was 
taken  on  September  22,  1898. 
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Under  his  first  application  for  the  increase  of  pension  provided  by 
the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  which  was  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau  on 
July  6,  1893,  the  appellant  was  examined  by  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons  on  August  18, 1893,  and  it  is  contended  in  the  present  appeal 
that  the  Increased  rate  of  pension  allowed  him  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act  should  have  been  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  said  medical  examination,  which  established  the  existence  of 
the  physical  condition  which  entitled  him  to  receive  said  increased  rate 
of  pension,  as  is  provided  by  law  in  the  case  of  increase  of  pension 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  instead  of  from  the  date 
of  the  approval  for  admission  by  the  board  of  review  of  the  Pension 
Bureau  of  his  application  for  said  increased  rating. 

The  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  fixing  the  date  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  increased  rating  allowed  this  pensioner  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January  5, 1893,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken, 
followed,  and  was  taken  in  accordance  with  the  holding  and  ruling 
announced  in  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  cases  of  Collins, 
alias  Crossweight,  decided  May  19,  1894  (L.  B.  125,  p.  82);  Harmon, 
decided  June  8,  1894  (L.  B.  129,  p.  7);  Hope,  decided  September  13, 
1895  (L.  B.  182,  p.  400);  and  Levan,  decided  May  7,  1898  (9  P.  D., 
322),  and  with  Order  No.  231  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
promulgated  July  6,  1893. 

Reference  to  the  decisions  above  cited  discloses  that  they  are  all 
affirmative  of  said  Order  No.  231,  which  is  as  follows: 

Order  No.  2;^1. 

The  date  of  commencement  in  Mexican  war  (Uainm  for  increase  under  the  act  of 
January  5,  1893,  shall  in  each  claim  be  the  day  on  whi(!h  the  case  is  legally  approved 
for  admission  by  the  board  of  review. 

The  question  raised  and  presented  for  considei*ation  by  this  appeal 
is,  then,  as  to  the  propriety,  correctness,  and  legality  of  said  Order 
No.  231,  and  of  the  decisions  of  this  Department  sustaining  and 
approving  the  same. 

The  act  of  January  5,  1893,  reads  as  follows: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorize<l  to  increase  the 
pension  of  everj'  pensioner  who  is  now  on  the  rolls  at  eight  dollars  per  month  on 
account  of  services  in  the  Mexican  war  and  who  is  wholly  disables!  for  manual  labor, 
and  is  in  such  destitute  circumstances  that  eight  dollars  per  month  are  insufficient  to 
provide  him  the  necessaries  of  life,  to  twelve  dollars  per  month. 

It  will  be  readily  perceived  that,  by  its  express  terms,  this  act  relates 
exclusively  to  pensioners  who  have  been  allowed  the  service  pension 
granted  to  the  survivors  of  the  Mexican  war  by  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887.  It  affects  no  other  kind  of  pensions,  and 
refers  to  no  other  class  of  soldiers  or  persons,  and  is  simply  a  corrol- 
lary  to  said  last-mentioned  act,  increasing  the  mting  under  certain 
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circumstances  and  upon  certain  conditions  therein  expres^y  defined 
of  those  who  have  title  and  who  are  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  January  29,  1887;  it  clearly  and  plainly  recites  that  those 
who  are  on  the  rolls  under  that  act  shall  receive  $12  per  month  instead 
of  $8  per  month,  provided  certain  conditions  precedent  are  established. 
The  act  of  March  3,  1891,  under  which  this  appellant  was  pensioned, 
merely  gave  to  survivors  of  Powell's  Battalion  of  Missouri  Mounted 
Volunteers  a  pensionable  status  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887,  and  entitled  them  to  receive  the  increased  rate  of 
pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  under  the  same  con- 
ditions, limitations,  and  regulations  as  in  the  case  of  other  Mexican 
war  sur\'ivors  who  were  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887.  See  decision  in  the  case  of  Zachariah  Winkler 
(supra). 

The  act  of  January  5,  1893,  is  in  no  sense  a  "special  act,''  as  that 
term  is  used  and  known  in  pension  legislation,  but  is  a  component 
part  and  parcel  of  the  general  legislation  by  Congress  pertaining  to, 
and  granting  service  pensions  to  sui-vivors  of  the  Mexican  war,  and  is 
to  be  construed  in  pari  materia  with,  and  in  the  light  of  the  pension 
laws  governing  the  grant  of  such  pensions  to  that  class  of  soldiers. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  terms  of  the  act  are  silent  as  to  the  date 
when  the  increase  of  pension  therein  provided  shall  commence,  ])ut 
this  fact  becomes  of  but  little  importance,  if  not  whoUy^  iumiateriaK 
when  it  is  taken  into  considci-ation  that  the  act  itself  is  but  an  adden- 
dum, so  to  speak,  to  the  act  of  January  29,  1887. 

It  is  one  of  the  best  settled  and  most  familiar  rules  of  interpretation 
and  construction  of  statutes  that  all  laws  which  relate  to  the  same 
subject-matter,  having  in  view  but  one  object  relative  to  a  certain 
designated  and  defined  class  of  individuals,  although  such  laws  may 
have  been  enacted  at  different  times  and  under  different  and  divei-;^ 
circumstances,  and  separated  even  b}^  long  intervals  of  time,  are  in 
pari  materia,  and  are  to  be  considered  and  construed  together,  as 
though  they  constituted  but  one  act.  A  long  line  of  authorities  is 
cited  in  support  of  this  proposition  by  Mr.  Sutherland  in  his  work  on 
Statutory  Construction,  and  the  soundness  of  the  principle  does  not 
admit  of  doubt.     (Sutherland  on  Stat.  Constr.,  sec«.  283-288.) 

Moreover,  as  to  this  particular  phase  of  the  subject  we  may,  if  in 
doubt,  take  into  consideration  the  title  of  the  act  in  question,  in  so  far 
at  least  as  it  may  shed  light  upon  the  general  scope  of  the  law  which 
follows:  Sutherland  on  Stat.  Constr.,  sec.  211.  The  title  of  the  act 
of  January  6,  1893,  is:  ''An  act  granting  increase  of  pension  to  sol- 
diers of  the  Mexican  war  in  certain  cases."  It  is  clear,  reading  this 
title  in  connection  with  the  body  of  the  act,  which  refers  exclusively 
to  those  soldiers  who  are  on  the  pension  rolls  at  $8  per  month  for 
services  in  the  Mexican  war,  together  with  the  fact  that  such  indi- 
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viduals  are  embraced  by  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  by  that  act 
only,  that  the  rule  just  quoted  is  directly  applicable,  and  that  the  act 
of  January  5,  1893,  must  be  considered  and  construed  in  pari  materia 
with  the  act  of  January  29,  1887. 

The  act  of  January  29,  1887,  which  is  the  parent  act  granting  serv- 
ice pensions  to  Mexican  war  survivors,  provides  (sec,  2)  that  pensions 
thereunder  shall  be  paid  "  only  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act." 
This  is  plainly  a  limitation  of  commencement,  and  provides  that  the 
act  shall  not  be  retrospective,  in  that  no  pension  granted  thereunder 
shall  commence  prior  to  the  date  of  the  act.  Upon  reading  the  entire 
act  it  will  be  seen  that  one  of  the  conditions  precedent  prescril)ed  by 
this  statute  may,  in  some  cases,  be  present  at  the  date  of  the  jmssage 
of  the  act,  to  wit,  the  age  limit  of  (>2  yours.  Therefore  when  a  claim- 
ant shows  that  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1887,  he  had  rea<*hed  that 
age,  it  has  been  the  custom  of  the  Pension  Bureau  to  commence  his 
pension  from  the  date  of  the  act.  So,  likewise,  as  to  the  other  condi- 
tions precedent  of  pensionable  title,  when  the  proof  shows  that  at  a 
certain  date  a  claimant  has  a  pensionable  status  and  condition  his  pen- 
sion should  commence  from  that  date;  not,  however,  antedating  the 
act  itself. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  pension  laws  prescribe  a  definite  date  for  the 
commencement  of  pension,  which  is,  in  most  instances,  the  date  of 
filing  the  application;  but  such  commencement  is  always  subservient 
to  the  fact  that  the  claimant  shall  have  established  by  proof  that,  at 
the  date  of  the  tiling,  his  ciuse  met  and  fulfilled  all  the  conditions  of 
pensionable  title  under  the  law,  the  real  cjuestion  to  be  decided  in  all 
cases  being,  at  what  date  was  the  claimant  shown  to  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute?  Recitals  in  statutes,  however,  that  pension  shall 
commence  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  are  terms  of 
limitation,  and  this  Department  has  no  right  or  authority  to  introduce 
such  a  limitation  into  an  act  by  construction,  unless  the  terms  of  the 
act,  either  express  or  implied,  warrant  such  a  procedure.  We  have 
seen  that  there  is  no  such  authority,  express  or  implied,  in  either  the 
act  of  January  5,  1898,  or  in  the  act  of  Jaimary  29,  1887,  and,  such 
being  the  fact,  the  principle  and  rule  which  determines  the  date  of 
commencement  of  pension  under  the  last-mentioned  act  must  be  fol- 
lowed in  fixing  the  date  of  conunencement  of  the  increase  of  such 
pension  under  the  act  in  question;  for  "where  a  statute  is  made  in 
addition  to  another  statute  on  the  same  subject,  without  repealing 
any  part  of  it,  provisions  of  both  nmst  be  construed  togethei." 
(Sutherland  on  Stat.  Constr.,  sec^  288.) 

Order  No.  231  was  promulgated  on  July  (5,  1893,  has  been  in  force 
ever  since,  and  has  heretofore  received  the  approval  of  this  Depart- 
ment in  the  decisions  hereinbefore  referred  to,  but  the  Department  is 
now  convinced,  after  mature  deliberation,  that  said  order  is  not  based 
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upon  sound  principles.  Every  i-ule  of  law  or  rule  of  practice  for  the 
adjudication  of  legal  rights  is  supposed  to  be  founded  upon  some  ade- 
quate reason  for  ite  existence.  Instances  can  be  found  where  pension 
has  been  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  last  paper 
requisite  to  establish  the  claim,  but  this  was  by  authority  of  the 
statute  (sec.  4713,  Rev.  Stat.)  governing  the  adjudication  of  oiiginal 
claims  for  pension  based  upon  pensionable  causes  occurring  in  the  serv- 
ice prior  to  March  4,  1861,  and  for  a  definite  reason  therein  set  forth. 
Instances  can  be  found  where  the  title  to  pension  begins  fix>m  the 
happening  of  a  certain  event  or  contingency,  but  all  these  refer  to 
the  commencement  of  original  pensions  and  reveal  a  tenable  and  satis- 
factory reason  therefor,  such  as  death,  remarriage,  or  forfeiture  of 
pensionable  rights,  to  support  a  shifting  title;  but,  so  far  as  can  be 
discovered,  not  a  solitary  reason  has  ever  been  given,  either  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  or  by  this  Department,  in  the  decisions  hereinbefore 
cited  affirming  Order  No.  231,  for  the  existence  of  the  rule  of  practice 
therein  announced. 

It  often  happens,  in  fact  it  is  the  general  ruie,  in  the  adjudication 
of  pension  claims  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  that  a  considerable  period  of 
time  elapses  between  the  date  when  the  evidence  is  all  filed  in  a  claim 
and  the  date  when  the  claim  is  finally  passed  upon  and  adjudicated. 
This  condition  of  affaii's  is  absolutely  unavoidable  on  account  of  the 
volume  of  business  transacted,  but  if  the  evidence  on  file  establishe:* 
the  claim  the  Department  knows  of  no  sound  reason  or  principle  by 
which  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension  must  be  deferred  until 
the  evidence  can  be  acted  upon.  Such  a  mode  of  pix)cedui'e  seems  to 
be  most  inequitable  and  unjust.  It  is  through  no  fault  or  neglect  of 
the  claimant  that  the  press  of  business  or  the  lack  of  an  adequate  force 
in  the  Pension  Bureau  hinders  an  immediate  adjudication  of  his  claim, 
and  certainly  he  should  not  be  deprived  of  what  is  subsequently  con- 
ceded to  be  justly  his  due  simply  because  the  adjudicating  officers  of 
the  Government  fail  to  pass  upon  the  evidence  in  his  case  until  a  later 
date.  Even  in  a  court  of  law,  under  the  strictest  and  most  technical 
rules  of  practice,  one  practicJiUy  obtains  judgment  as  of  the  date  that 
he  proved  his  right  to  exist. 

It  would  appear,  without  discussion,  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  pro- 
hibitory statutory  provision,  one  would,  necessarily,  be  entitled  to  the 
emoluments  and  benefits  of  a  conceded  legal  right  from  the  date  at 
which  it  is  established  by  proof  that  he  was  entitled  to  such  emolu- 
ments and  benefits. 

In  this  connection  the  whole  body  of  i)ension  legislation  has  been 
caref ull}^  reviewed  and,  so  far  as  can  be  discovered,  every  act  making 
provision  for  pension,  or  increase  of  pension,  save  the  act  of  January 
5,  1893,  has  prescribed  the  time  of  commencement  of  such  pension,  or 
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increase,  nor  has  the  Depaiiment  been  able  to  find,  nor  is  a  single 
instance  known  where  Congress  has  permitted  the  date  of  commence- 
ment of  a  pension,  under  any  law,  to  be  fixed  in  the  discretion  of  an 
Executive  Department;  neither  does  the  Department  know  of  any  law, 
except  the  one  under  discussion,  which  has  ever  been  constinied  by 
this  Department  to  require  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  benefits 
therein  provided  to  be  fixed  on  the  date  on  which  the  claim  thereunder 
was  finally  adjudicated  by  the  Pension  Bureau. 

In  every  other  instance  in  which  an  increase  of  an  existing  pension 
has  been  provided  by  law  the  conunencement  of  such  increased  rating 
has  been  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  act  granting  such  increase,  either 
from  the  date  of  the  act  or  from  the  date  subsequent  thereto,  upon 
which  the  prescribed  conditions  entitling  to  such  increase  are  shown 
to  exist;  generally  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  a  medical  exami- 
nation, made  under  an  application  for  such  increased  rating,  establish- 
ing the  existence  of  the  physical  conditions  which  entitle  the  pensioner 
to  the  benefits  of  the  act.  And  in  the  case  of  the  original  grant  of 
pensions,  where  an  arbitrary  date,  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  act 
granting  the  pension,  has  been  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  for  the 
commencement  of  the  pension,  such  provisions  of  the  law  have  invari- 
ably been  in  the  nature  of  statutes  of  limitation,  solely  for  the  pui-pose 
of  cutting  off  arrears  of  pension. 

The  rule  of  practice  promulgated  by  Order  No.  231  is  therefore 
not  only  arbitraiy  and  unreasonable,  but  it  is  an  anomaly  in  the  admin- 
istration of  the  pension  laws,  and  a  marked  and  i*adical  exception  to 
the  practice  that  has  always  obtained  in  the  Pension  Bureau;  and  it 
is  difficult  to  conceive  why  it  should  have  been  invoked  as  against  the 
interests  of  this  venerable  and  most  meritorious  class  of  pensioners, 
whose  title  to  the  increase  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893, 
depends  upon  conditions  and  limitations  more  harsh,  onerous,  and 
exacting  than  those  prescribed  by  any  other  pension  law  now  standing 
on  the  statute  books.  It  is  by  no  means  an  infrequent  occurrence 
that,  by  reason  of  technicalities,  errors,  and  misunderstandings,  years 
elapse  before  a  claim  is  finally  passed  upon  and  admitted  by  the  board 
of  review.  Would  it  not  be  most  unreasonable  and  inequitable  that  a 
claimant  should  be  deprived  of  the  benefits  and  emolmnents  which  he 
has  proved,  under  conditions  so  rigorous,  he  was  entitled  to  at  a  cer- 
tain date  because,  by  reason  of  certain  technicalities,  errors,  pro- 
cedure, and  practice  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  his  claim  has  not  been 
taken  up,  considered,  and  disposed  of  by  the  Government?  From  the 
filing  of  an  application  until  a  claim  for  pension  is  final!}"  adjudicated 
it  passes  through  many  hands,  must  be  scrutinized  and  considered  by 
many  different  individuals,  and,  necessarily,  much  time  is  consumed, 
and  it  would  therefore  be  manifestly  and  palpably  unjust  to  make  the 
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commencenient  of  a  pension,  or  an  increase  of  pension,  dependent 
upon  the  practice  and  pix)cedure  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  unless  the 
intent  of  Cong'ress  to  that  effect  was  clearly  and  unmistakably 
apparent. 

Three  conditions  pi-ecedent  are  recited  in  the  act  of  January  5,  1893: 
First,  claimant  must  be  on  the  rolls  as  a  pensioner  at  $8  per  month, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  elanuary  29,  1887,  on  account  of 
services  in  the  Mexican  war;  8ecx>nd,  he  must  be  wholly  disabled  for 
manual  labor;  third,  he  must  be  in  such  destitute  circumstances  that 
$8  per  month  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  him  with  the  necessaries  of 
life.  The  act  does  not  expressly  indicate  the  date  when  the  incr^tse 
of  pension  therein  provided  shall  commence,  but  it  does  necessarily 
imply  that  any  such  pensioners  on  the  roll  who  meet  the  foreg^oing 
conditions  of  the  act  at  the  date  of  its  passage  shall  l)e  entitled  to 
receive  its  benefits  from  that  date,  January  5,  1893.  In  any  cases  in 
which  prospective  benefit  under  said  act  is  sought,  not  being  eligible 
on  the  date  of  its  passage,  no  fixed  rule  is  prescribed,  but  obviously 
the  commencement  of  the  increase  can  not  antedate  the  time  when 
such  claimants  are  shown  to  be  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor  and 
in  such  destitute  circumstances  that  9S  per  month  is  insufficient  to  pro- 
vide the  necessaries  of  life.  These  conditions  necessarily  require  the 
presentation  of  evidence  to  establish  these  facts,  and  an  adjudication 
thereon.  The  act  does  not  pix)vide,  nor  does  it  by  any  fair  or  legiti- 
mate construction  of  its  terms  imply,  that  the  increased  I'ating  therein 
provided  shall  be  paid  from  the  time  when  the  legal  reviewer  in  the 
Pension  Bureau,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  or  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  shall  become  convincetl  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  alleged, 
but  in  plain  terms  merely  authorizes  the  Secretar}^  of  the  Interior  to 
pay  $12  per  month  instead  of  $8  per  month  to  such  pensioners  on  the 
roll  under  the  act  of  Januaiy  29,  1887,  etc.,  as  meet  the  conditions  of 
the  act.  Its  plain  and  obvious  meaning  and  intent  is  that  from  the 
time  when  the  conditions  exist,  subsequent  to  its  passage,  the  increased 
rating  shall  be  paid. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  increase  of  pension  under  this  act 
depends  upon  a  condition  to  be  ascertained  and  determined,  just  as  is 
the  case  with  increase  claims  under  the  general  pension  law,  why  should 
not  the  same  rule  mutually  apply,  viz,  that  the  increase  shall  com- 
mence, not  from  the  date  of  adjudication,  but  from  the  date  when  the 
necessaiy  evidence  shows  the  conditions  of  title  to  exist? 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  considerations  the  Department  is  firmly  of 
the  opinion  that  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  should  be  considered  and 
treated  in  pari  materia  with  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  that  the 
date  of  commencement  of  the  increased  rate  of  pension  therein  pro- 
vided should  be  the  date  at  which  the  proof  shows  that  the  claimant 
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had  met  and  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  thereunder, 
not,  however,  in  any  case  antedating  January  5,  1893. 

If  the  proof  shows  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  to  exist  at  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  then  the  increase  should  commence 
from  January  5,  1893.  Obviously,  however,  it  is  necessary,  for  the 
practical  administration  of  this  act  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  that  some 
definite  date  should  be  fixed  for  the  commencement  of  the  increased 
rate  in  those  cases  where  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  are  shown 
to  have  first  existed  at  some  period  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the 
act.  The  requirement  that  the  pensioner  thereunder  shall  be  wholly 
disabled  for  manual  labor,  referring  to  the  physical  condition  of  the 
claimant,  a  medical  examination  is  necessarily  required  to  determine 
and  establish  this  condition,  and,  therefore,  it  is  believed  that,  in 
analogy  to  the  provisions  of  the  law  regulating  the  commencement  of 
increase  of  pensions  under  the  general  pension  law  (sec.  4698^,  Rev. 
Stats.),  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  medical  examination,  made  under 
an  application  for  such  increase  and  subsequent  to  the  passage  of 
said  act,  which  first  establishes  the  existence  of  said  condition  of  total 
disability  to  perform  manual  labor  should  be  the  date  from  which 
the  increase  should  be  made  to  commence  in  such  cases,  provided  that 
the  condition  of  destitution,  also  required  by  said  act,  should  likewise 
be  shown  to  exist  at  that  date. 

In  the  case  at  present  under  consideration  the  date  of  commence- 
ment of  this  appellant's  increase  of  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  was  arbitrarily  made  to  commence,  in 
accordance  with  Order  231,  upon  the  date  when  his  application  for 
such  increase  was  approved  for  admission  by  the  board  oi  review  of 
the  Pension  Bureau.  The  action  fixing  commencement  of  said  increase 
on  said  date  is,  therefore,  hereby  set  aside  and  reversed,  and  you  are 
directed  to  cause  this  case  to  be  reopened  and  to  readjust  the  date  of 
commencement  of  appellant's  rating  under  said  act  in  accordance  with 
the  views  herein  expressed. 

Order  No.  231  is  hereby  abrogated  and  annulled,  and  you  are 
requested  to  so  modify  and  reconstruct  the  same  that  it  may  conform 
to  this  decision,  and  the  former  decisions  of  this  Department  in  affirm- 
ance of  said  order,  hereinbefore  cited,  and  all  similar  decisions  are 
hereby  overruled. 
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pathoixkilc'ai.  skquenctk— <  erebral.  hemorrhage— i>eatii  cafse- 

evidence. 

Maria  Brantioam  (widow). 

I>t*!ath  «»f  tho  «)hlier  (who  wan  over  50  years  of  age)  from  (•erebral  hemorrhage  can 
not  1h»  atH-epted  b»  due  U)  injury  to  left  testicle  an<l  varicose  veini*  of  right  \e^ 
and  nwilting  amputation  of  same  alnive  the  knee,  for  which  lie  was  i^ension^^l. 
Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteriet)  is  universally  admitted  as  the  iuoe<t  potent 
cause  of  said  fatal  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  this  i-a^^e,  so  that 
the  hunlen  of  pniof  re<^  on  those  a<lvancing  a  contrary  opinion. 

AnHiHtant  St'iTctary  jF.  Z.  Catnjjbell  to  the  Coiniuiifsiontfr  ((f  Pcnmom^^ 

June  13,  1901.^ 

This  appellant,  Maria  Krantigam,  is  pensioned  at  ^  per  month 
under  the  ac*t  of  June  27,  18J)(),  by  certificate  No.  382296,  as  widow  of 
August  Brantigam,  late  of  Thirty-second  Battery,  New  York  Light 
Artillery  Volunteers.  She  tiled  a  claim  under  the  general  law  on 
April  2S,  1808,  which  was  rejected  by  the  Bureau  on  August  2,  1893, 
on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  had  resulted  from  cerebral 
hemorrhage,  which  was  not  shown  to  l)e  due  to  injury  of  left  testicle 
and  varicose  veins  of  right  leg,  and  residting  amputation  of  same  above 
the  knee,  for  which  he  had  been  pensioned.  Some  additional  evidence 
was  filed  in  March,  1898,  to  reopen  the  claim,  but  the  Bureau  declined 
to  do  so,  for  the  reason  that  no  new  or  material  facts  had  been  adduced 
which  warranted  any  change  of  action. 

The  attorney  of  record  in  the  (*laim  filed  an  appeal  from  said  action 
on  December  10,  1898,  in  which  he  alleged  that  it  was  error,  because 
tlie  evidence  filed  showed  that  the  cerebral  hemorrhage,  which  was  the 
inmiediate  cause  of  the  soldier's  death,  was  due  to  the  disabilities  for 
which  he  had  been  pensioned. 

The  soldier  was  pensioned  at  the  time  of  death  at  f36  per  month  for 
the  above-named  disabilities,  the  claim  for  varicose  veins  and  results 
having  been  made  in  1889  and  allowed  in  1892,  while  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  amputation  of  the  leg  had  been  made  in  May,  1890. 
He  was  last  examined  on  February  4, 1892,  when  the  surgeon  reported 
that  he  wius  5  feet  (>  inches  in  height,  with  normal  pulse  rate  and  res- 
piration; was  50  3'ears  old,  and  weighed  about  140  pounds.  The  sur- 
geon stated  that  the  heart,  lungs,  liver,  spleen,  and  abdominal  viscera 
were  normal;  that  he  had  a  right  oblique  complete  inguinal  hernia 
reducible  and  retiiinable  by  a  truss;  that  his  right  leg  had  been  ampu- 
tated 10  inches  below  the  hip  joint,  and  that  the  cicatrix  was  healthy, 
but  there  was  a  neuroma  on  the  sciatic  nerve  of  the  size  of  a  hickory 
nut,  which  was  very  tender  to  touch  and  painful,  and  that  the  left  tes- 
ticle was  one-third  larger  than  the  right  and  was  tender. 

The  surgeon  concluded  his  certificate  with  the  statement  that  the 
soldier  required  the  constant  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person, 
but  does  not  state  the  cause  of  this  condition. 
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Dr.  F.  H.  Zitz  told  the  special  examiner  in  February,  1892,  that  the 
soldier  came  under  his  care  in  a  few  months  after  his  leg  had  been 
amputated,  when  he  found  that  he  had  a  very  painful  stump,  which 
was  probably  due  to  the  nerve  being  included  in  the  scar,  so  that  he 
had  been  in  l)ed  for  a  month,  as  any  movements  of  the  stump  caused 
excruciating  pain,  and  that  he  had  advised  him  to  have  the  nerve 
rejected. 

The  soldier  died  on  April  12, 1893,  after  an  illness  of  five  days  from 
cerebral  hemorrhage,  as  appears  from  a  copy  of  the  public  record  of 
death,  in  which  it  is  also  stated  that  general  debility,  after  amputation 
of  leg,  two  and  a  half  years  ago,  was  a  contributing  cause. 

The  attending  physician,  Frank  H.  Zitz,  stated  in  a  communication 
addressed  to  the  Bureau,  filed  June  30, 1893,  that  the  soldier  was  much 
run  down  and  his  stump  healed  badly,  and  had  been  very  painful  ever 
since,  so  that  he  had  been  confined  to  bed  and  chair,  as  even  slight 
exertion  of  walking  with  crutches  would  caus^  agony.  This  preyed 
on  his  mind,  especially  as  a  second  amputation,  which  he  had  advised, 
was  refused  him  on  account  of  the  risk,  and  this,  in  his  opinion,  was 
more  or  less  the  cause  of  the  eerebi*al  hemorrhage  which  ended  his 
life.  He  was  called  to  see  him  April  5,  when  he  complained  of  vertigo; 
on  April  8  he  was  unable  to  speak;  after  this  time  he  gradually  lost 
the  power  of  deglutition  and  of  moving  his  tongue,  then  fell  into  a 
stupor  and  died  on  the  12th.  A  consultation  was  had  in  the  case  and 
the  conclusion  was  reached  that  death  was  due  to  cerebral  hemorrhage, 
probably  at  the  base  of  the  brain. 

Dercum,  in  his  work  on  Nervous  Diseases,  on  page  460,  states  that — 

The  morbid  condition  underlying  intra-cranial  hemorrhages,  which  are  not  due  to 
trauma,  in  invariably  disease  of  the  blofKl  vesaels  of  the  brain,  and  in  most  cases  dis- 
ease of  the  arteries.  It  is  impossible  to  rupture  a  healthy  artery  by  any  ordinary 
physiological  or  pathological  disturbance;  consequently  the  fundamental  fa(;t8  (con- 
cerning the  pathology  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  are  those  which  pertain  to  arterial 
di^4ease. 

On  page  461  he  also  states  that — 

It  is  generally  admitted!  that  the  cerebral  arteries  are  subjected  to  three  different 
morbitl  conditions;  one  of  these  is  that  known  as  fatty  degeneration;  the  second  is 
that  known  as  degenerative  arteritis,  and  the  third  that  of  atheroma,  a  condition 
which  really  should  Ite  classe<l  along  with  degenerative  arteritis.  *  *  «  Athero- 
matous degeneration  affects  only  the  larger  vessels  and  chiefly  those  at  the  base  of 
the  brain;  it  is  found  in  from  one-eighth  to  one-fifth  of  the  cases  of  cerebral 
hemorrhage. 

Osier,  in  his  work  on  Practice  of  Medicine,  states,  on  page  870,  that — 

The  conditions  which  j)roduce  lesions  of  the  blood  vessels  play  a  very  important 

part  in  etiology  of  cerebral  hemorrhage;  thus  the  natural  tendencies  to  degeneration 

of  the  vessels  in  advanced  life  makes  apoplexy  much  more  common  after  the  fiftieth 

year. 

In  this  case  the  soldier  had  passed  the  age  of  57,  and  had  reached 
the  time  of  life  when  cerebral  hemorrhages  occur  most  frequently, 
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aivordiii^  to  the  tal>lo8  of  vital  Htatbtics.  While  the  attending  physi- 
cian has  stilted  that  he  had  l)een  suffering  from  neuralgia  for  8ome  two 
yoars,  and  ha^^  asserted  that  it  was  the  cause  of  the  fatal  central  hem- 
orrhage, yet  he  has  adduced  no  authority  in  support  of  his  statement, 
an(i  a  careful  search  through  the  writings  of  Dercum,  QuaiL,  Osier, 
Bartholow,  and  Da  C>)sta  on  the  subject  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  fails  to 
disiover  anything  that  lends  the  slightest  support  to  Dr.  Zitz's  state- 
ment. Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally  admitted  to 
be  the  most  potent  cause  of  said  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have 
existed  in  this  case,  so  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  those  who 
advance  a  contrary  opinion. 

In  view  of  the  f act8  in  this  claim,  it  is  believed  that  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  in  rejecting  appellant's  application  for  a  pension  under  the 
general  law  on  the  grounds  stated  was  correct,  and  said  action  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 


service— act  june  87,  1890-rejected  recruit. 

John  S.  Robinson. 

Claimant  was  enlisted  as  a  substitate  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  was 
carried  on  the  rolls  as  Hiich  for  a  period  of  more  than  ninety  days,  when  he  was 
(lip(;harged  as  rejecte<l  for  disability  by  a  board  of  inspection.  He  was  not 
assigned  to  any  company,  and  he  did  not  serve  in  the  military  service  in  the 
sense  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  is  not  entitled  to  pension. 
(See  cases  of  Rathton,  9  P.  D.,  162,  and  Ransom,  5  P.  D.,  183.) 

AHHlntimt  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Omtmissioner  of  Penmrms. 

Jujw  13,  1901. 

John  S.  Robinson,  late  unassigned,  Twenty-ninth  Connecticut  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  has  filed  several  applications  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  all  of  which  have  been  rejected.  Those  filed,  in 
1892, 1894, 1896,  and  1897  were  rejected  on  the  ground  that  no  raUible 
disability  under  said  act  was  shown  to  exist.  One,  filed  April  4, 1899, 
was  rejected  August  22, 1900,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  did  not  ren- 
der ninety  days'  iu^tual  service,  as  required  by  the  act,  but  it  is  shown 
by  the  records  of  the  War  Department  and  claimant's  own  statement 
that  he  never  joined  said  regiment. 

A  statement  from  the  Auditor  of  the  War  Department,  showing  that 
pay  for  a  certain  period  had  been  allowed  the  claimant,  having  been 
filed  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  case  reopened,  such  a<'tion  was 
denied  December  13,  1900,  and  the  rejection  was  adhered  to.  Appeal 
has  been  entered  May  10,  1901,  by  the  attorneys  of  record,  who  con- 
tend that  inasmuch  as  it  is  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment that  the  claimant  was  enlisted  September  10,  1864,  and  was  car- 
ried on  the  rolls  until  January  14,  1865,  when  he  was  discharged,  and 
was  allowed  pay,  it  is  conclusive  that  he  was  under  military  control 
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and  subject  to  military  orders  for  a  period  of  one  hundred  and  fourteen 
days,  and,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  a  pension  under  said  act,  without 
reference  to  the  fact  that  '*he  was  not  assigned  to  a  company"  and 
"performed  no  active  military  duty." 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  above  statement 
regarding  the  dates  of  enlistment  and  discharge  and  the  claimant's 
name  being  on  the  rolls  of  Connecticut  colored  substitutes.  On  this 
subject  one  report  of  the  War  Department  states: 

John  Robinson,  unaesigned,  Twenty-ninth  Connecticut  Colored  Infantry,  is 
regarded  by  this  Department  as  having  been  properly  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States  from  September  10,  1864,  to  January  14,  1865,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  he  was  ordered  to  be  discharged  from  the  service,  without  pay  or  allowances, 
on  account  of  his  rejection  by  the  board  of  inspection,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  980 
and  981,  Revised  Regulations. 

The  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  shows  the  basis  of  claimant's 
rejection  and  discharge  to  have  been  that  he  was  "  incapable  of  per- 
forming the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  old  bubos,  oedema  of  scro- 
tum, broken  down."  He  was  not  assigned  to  any  company  and  it 
is  not  shown  that  he  ever  performed  any  military  duty.  Thus,  while 
it  may  be  admitted  that  he  was  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States,  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  sense  contem- 
plated by  said  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  case  is  almost  parallel  as 
regards  soldier's  relation  to  the  service  with  that  of  the  husband 
of  Nancy  Rathton,  whose  appeal  was  decided  December  29,  1897. 
(9  P.  D.,  162.)    The  headnote  of  that  decision  is  as  follows: 

Soldier  enlisted  October  15,  1864,  was  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment  of  the 
£ighth  Congressional  district  of  Indiana  on  the  same  day  as  a  substitute.  He  was 
examined  by  a  board  of  inspectors  November  7,  1864,  and  rejected.  He  was  fur- 
loughed  to  await  discharge  and  was  discharged  April  1,  1865,  on  a  surgeon*  s  certifi- 
cate because  of  *^  deficient  amplitude  and  expansive  mobility  of  chest;  said  disquahfi- 
calion  existed  at  date  of  enlistment.''  He  was  never  assigned  to  any  military 
oiganization,  nor  ordered  on  detached  service,  nor  is  it  shown  that  he  ever  per- 
formed any  active  military  service. 

Hdd:  That  soldier  did  not  serve  ninety  days  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  or  in  the 
Army  of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning  of  sections  2  and  3  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.     (See  case  of  Albert  K.  Ransom,  5  P.  D.,  183.) 

In  the  body  of  that  decision  as  well  as  in  that  of  Ransom,  cited,  the 
question  here  involved  is  fully  discussed,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  go 
over  the  same  course  of  reasoning  in  this  case.  It  is  suflBcient  to  refer 
to  those  decisions  as  containing  the  proper  views  and  conclusions  rela- 
tive to  claimant's  title  to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
The  action  in  the  claim  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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fee-attorney8ihp— forfeiture-prima  pac1k  cask. 

Annie  E.  Meyers,  vtidow  (claimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

Where  an  attorney  has  prima  facie  etrtablished  a  claim  for  pension,  and  no  call  for 
atUlitional  evidence  baa  been  made,  he  haa  earned  the  fee,  though  subKequently 
to  hifl  death  another  attorney  filed  evidence,  for  which  the  Bureau  could  have 
iHHued  a  call. 

AHHiatant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  the  Vfnamismftier  of  PendanSn 

June  13,  1901. 

Mile  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  January  24,  1901, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee 
on  the  issue  of  July  2, 1897,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law  of  Annie  E.  Meyers,  as  widow  of  Seth  F.  Meyers,  who  served  as 
surgeon.  Seventy -third  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  claimant  on  January  23,  1895,  Greorge  E.  Lemon, 
deceiused,  filed  a  declaration  for  a  widow's  pension  under  the  general 
law,  and  on  November  26, 1895,  he  filed  articles  of  agreement  stipulat- 
ing for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25.  He  filed  evidence  March  8  and 
20,  1895,  the  last  of  which  prima  facie  completed  the  claim  so  far  as 
the  services  of  an  attorney  were  concerned. 

F.  L.  Williams,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  November  9,  1896,  and 
February  18, 1897,  filed  powers  of  attorney  in  the  claim,  and  on  March 
13,  1897,  he  filed  articles  of  agreement  stipulating  for  the  payment  of 
a  fee  of  $25.  On  March  13, 1897,  he  also  filed  evidence  that  the  claim- 
ant had  not  remarried.  The  claim  was  specially  examined  in  June, 
1897,  when  further  evidence  was  obtained  that  she  had  not  remarried. 

Mr.  Lemon  died  December  18,  1896.  The  appellants'  title  to  the 
fee  is  considered  by  the  Bureau  as  under  assignment  in  their  favor, 
dated  July  23,  1897,  by  the  executors  under  the  will  of  George  E. 
Lemon. 

On  July  2,  1897,  certificate  issued  to  allow  pension  in  the  claim. 
On  said  issue  Mr.  Williams  was  certified  a  fee.  He  has  been  notified 
of  the  fact  that  Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  appealed  from  said  action. 

The  position  taken  by  the  Bureau  as  to  the  title  to  fee  in  this  case  is 
that  the  evidence  filed  by  Mr.  Williams  was  material,  as  evidence  of 
the  claimant's  widowhood  had  not  been  filed  for  a  period  of  two  years, 
and  a^  it  was  filed  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  other  attorney  in  the 
case  he  was  entitled  to  recognition;  that  as  he  filed  material  evidence 
and  was  not  chargeable  with  neglect  when  the  claim  was  allowed,  he 
was  entitled  to  the  fee  upon  the  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension. 

Appellants  argue  that  the  fee  was  earned  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
Mr.  Lemon,  and  therefore  his  executors  could  make  a  valid  assign- 
ment of  the  fee,  and  as  such  executors  made  assignment  of  the  fee  to 
them  they  are  entitled  thereto.  ^  , 
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When  an  attorney  has  performed  all  services  required  of  him  by 
the  rules  of  practice  and  by  the  Bureau,  and  has  observed  the  rules  of 
practice  in  other  respects,  the  fee  is  earned  by  him,  and  he,  or,  upon 
his  death,  his  legal  representatives,  can  assign  the  fee  to  other  parties. 
When  such  assignment  is  made,  the  Bureau  will  certify  the  fee  to  the 
assignee.     (See  case  of  William  Goodson,  7  P.-  D.,  294.) 

In  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Robert  McCorkle 
(7  P.  D.,  158),  are  stated  facts  that  constitute  a  case  where  the  fee  is 
earned  by  an  attorney,  viz,  where  the  attorney  of  record  has  prima 
facie  established  a  claim  and  no  further  services  are  required  of  him, 
though  the  claim  is  thereafter  specially  examined.  The  question  still 
remains  to  be  considered,  and  it  is  an  essential  one  in  this  case,  whether 
an  attorney  has  earned  a  fee  when  there  is  material  sei-vice  to  be 
performed  before  the  Bureau  sees  lit  to  allow  the  claim. 

The  Bureau,  in  support  of  its  action  in  the  payment  of  the  fee  to 
Mr.  Williams,  recites  that  the  evidence  filed  by  said  attorney  was 
material.  This  may  be  true,  but  likewise  it  is  true  that  the  evidence 
adduced  (after  a  claim  is  prima  facie  complete)  on  special  examination 
is  material.  Yet  it  is  held  in  the  case  of  McCorkle,  supra,  that  an 
attorney  has  earned  a  fee  although  the  claim  is  placed  in  the  hands  of 
a  special  examiner  subsequently  to  the  date  that  the  attorney  of  record 
filed  evidence  in  the  claim.  So  under  the  decisions  of  this  Department 
the  fact  that  further  and  additional  evidence  may  be  necessary  before 
the  Bureau  will  allow  pension  to  the  claimant  is  not  a  test  as  to  whether 
the  attorney  has  earned  a  fee  in  the  particular  case.  If  the  attorney 
of  record  has  prima  facie  completed  the  claim  he  may  be  entitled  to 
the  fee,  although  further  evidence  can  be  required  by  the  Bureau 
before  the  claim  is  allowed.  But  it  follows  that  this  additional  service 
is  not  expected  of  an  attorney  until  the  Bureau  has  issued  its  call  for 
such  evidence.  It  is  believed  that  this  is  a  reasonable  view  of  the 
practice.  The  rules  prescribe  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  a 
claim  for  pension.  When  such  evidence  has  been  supplied,  it  can  not 
be  assumed  that  the  Bureau  requires  any  additional  evidence  until  it 
has  issued  a  call  therefor.  It  follows  that  the  attorney  of  record  may 
have  earned  the  fee,  although  evidence  was  lacking  which  the  Bureau 
can  require  in  addition  to  such  evidence  as  is  prescribed  by  the  rules 
of  practice  for  prima  facie  establishing  a  claim. 

In  this  particular  case  the  appellants,  as  the  transferees  of  Mr. 
Lemon,  were  denied  a  fee  for  the  reason  that  subsequently  to  the  death 
of  Mr.  Lemon  evidence  was  filed  which  was  deemed  material.  This 
evidence  consisted  of  the  testimony  of  witnesses  that  the  claimant  had 
not  remarried,  and  was  deemed  material  because  evidence  of  the  fact 
had  not  been  filed  in  the  case  for  a  period  of  two  years. 

The  rules  of  practice  do  not  require  an  attorney  to  file  evidence  at 
intervals  in  a  widow's  claim  for  pension,  while  pending  in  the  Bureau, 
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that  she  has  not  remarried  since  the  death  of  the  soldier.  Such  a 
requirement  in  a  widow's  claim,  when  it  has  been  prima  facie  com- 
pleted, would  be  unreasonable.  For,  when  all  evidence  prescribed  by 
the  rules  of  practice  has  been  filed,  the  claim  awaits  adjudication. 
Further  evidence  as  to  the  nonmarriage  of  the  claimant  would  be 
necessary  only  in  event  of  delay  to  adjudicate  the  claim — a  condition 
which  is  not  contemplated  by  the  rules  of  practice. 

Though  in  the  event  of  delay  to  adjudicate  the  Bureau  could  prop- 
erly require  further  evidence  of  nonmarriage,  it  would  not  be  necessary 
to  file  such  evidence  under  the  rules  of  practice.  It  would  not  be 
incumbent  upon  the  attorney  of  record  to  file  the  evidence  in  question 
unless  the  Bureau  issued  its  call  therefor.  The  attorney  of  record  c^n 
only  be  required  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  a  case  as  they  exist. 

The  rules  of  practice  do  not  contemplate  the  forestalling  of  emer- 
gencies that  may  possibly  arise  and  therefore  do  not  require  of  an 
attorney  that  he  shall  have  evidence  on  file  which  precludes  possibilities 
occasioned  by  delay  to  adjudicate  a  claim  or  by  other  causes.  If  an 
attorney  has,  prima  facie,  completed  a  case,  in  accordance  with  the 
published  regulations,  it  is  not  expected  that  he  will  do  more  unless 
further  orders  are  issued.  If  nothing  further  is  asked  for  by  the 
Bureau,  then  the  fee  is  earned  by  him,  the  right  thereto  becomes 
vested  in  him,  and,  upon  his  death,  in  his  legal  representatives. 

Mr.  Lemon  died  before  the  claim  was  allowed,  but  it  is  not  manifest 
that  this  fact  complicates  the  situation.  Had  a  call  for  further  evi- 
dence been  issued,  then  the  case  would  not  have  been  completed  by 
him,  nor  the  fee  earned  by  him.  It  may  be  urged  that  had  a  call  l^een 
issued  for  further  evidence  as  to  continued  widowhood  of  the  claimant, 
Mr.  Lemon  could  not  have  complied  with  the  call,  and,  therefore,  it 
would  have  been  useless  to  issue  a  call;  furthermore,  that  the  evidence 
was  filed  by  Mr.  Williams  subsequently  to  Mr.  Lemon's  death,  and 
for  that  reason  it  was  not  necessary  to  issue  a  call  for  such  evidence. 

The  answer  to  all  this  as  an  objection  to  the  proposition  that  the  fee 
was  earned  by  Mr.  Lemon  is  found  in  the  reasons  assigned  in  support 
of  the  proposition,  viz,  that  there  was  no  demand  for  such  evidence 
until  a  call  therefor  was  issued.  This  has  been  explained.  It  can  not 
be  assumed,  when  no  call  for  evidence  was  made,  from  existing  con- 
ditions in  a  case,  that  one  would  have  been  made  but  for  the  fact  that 
evidence  was  supplied  which  dispensed  with  a  call  for  such  evidence. 
To  so  assume  would  be  equivalent  to  making  a  demand  out  of  what  is 
subsequently  deemed  a  necessity  therefor.  In  such  an  event  title  to 
fee  would  rest,  not  upon  what  the  rules  of  practice  or  the  Bureau 
require,  but  upofl  a  theor^^  as  to  what  might,  could,  or  would  be 
required  at  the  option  of  some  person. 

As  to  the  objection  that  Mr.  Lemon  was  dead,  and,  therefore,  had  a 
call  been  issued  he  could  not  have  complied  therewith,  it  can  properly 
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be  answered  by  saying  that  the  objection  deals  with  facets  not  in  any 
way  germane  to  the  question  at  issue,  viz,  whether  he  had  earned  the 
fee  in  this  case.  It  may  be  significant  to  add  that  in  this  case  as  in  the 
case  of  McCorkle,  supra,  there  was  a  special  examination  held  after 
the  attorney  of  record  was  dead,  yet  in  the  case  of  McCorkle  it  was 
held  that  the  fee  was  earned  by  him  though  additional  and  material 
evidence  was  obtained  by  the  process  of  special  examination  subsequent 
to  his  death. 

Though  further  material  evidence  was  supplied  by  an  attorney  who 
was  contesting  for  recognition  in  the  claim,  there  is  no  difference 
whether  it  was  thus  obtained  or  by  a  special  examination.  The  mate- 
rial fact  is  whether  the  Bureau  has  issued  a  call  for  such  evidence. 
Applying  this  test  to  the  facts  arising  in  this  case,  it  is  clear  that  the 
right  of  Mr.  Lemon  to  the  fee  is  unquestionable,  as  no  call  for  addi- 
tional evidence  was  ever  made.  As  he  had  earned  the  fee  his  title 
thereto,  upon  his  death,  passed  to  his  legal  representatives,  under  whose 
assignment  title  passed  to  the  appellants. 

Accordingly  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  them  a  fee  is 
reversed.  It  is  directed  that  a  copy  of  this  opinion  be  served  upon 
Mr.  Williams. 


reimbursement— accrued  pension— fraut)  and  mistake. 
John  La  Mountain. 

Where  Bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary  judgment  in 
passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the 
claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends  to  discredit  that  first 
acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the  Government  from  accruing 
pension. 

Aj^Uftant  Secretary  F,  L,  CanmpbeU  to  the  Commissioner'  of  Pensions^ 

May  6,  1901. 

John  La  Mountain,  formerly  private,  Company  G,  One  hundred 
and  lif ty-third  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  who  was  granted  $4  per 
month,  June  20, 1885,  to  date  from  October  3, 1865,  for  injury  to  head, 
and  who  was  granted  a  pension  at  $8  per  month,  under  the  act  of  June 

27,  1890,  July  12,  1890,  and  dropped  from  the  rolls  under  the  general 
law  on  that  date,  filed  a  claim  for  restoration  and  increase  under  the 
general  law,  June  18, 1890,  alleging  that  he  contracted  catarrh  (a  new 
disability)  in  line  of  duty  while  in  the  military  service.     September 

28,  1897,  this  claim  was  rejected  in  the  following  languager 
Bejection  for  restoration  and  increase  under  the  general  law  for  injury  to  head  on 

the  ground  that  evidence  taken  on  special  examination  shows  that  it  was  incurred  in 
a  drunken  brawl  with  claimant's  wife  subsequent  to  his  discharge.  Catarrh  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  evidence  taken  on  special  examination  shows  that  it  existed  prior 
to  enlistment 
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On  NovoiiiIhm*  4, 1S1)7,  a  lett-er  of  notificHtion  was  sent  to  the  claimant 
from  the  Bureau,  which  is  as  follows: 

It  appearn  fn)in  the  rei'ords  of  this  Bureau  that  you  were  pensioned  June  20,  1885, 
under  certificate  numbereii  29^499,  at  the  rate  of  $4  per  month  from  October  3, 1865, 
for  injury  of  hea<l,  ImimhI  on  your  service  as  a  private  in  Company  G,  One  hundred 
and  fifty-third  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Your  jxjnsion  an  above  teninnate<l  July  11, 1890,  by  reason  of  the  allowance  to  yoa 
of  i)en8ion,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  |8  per  month,  from  July 
12,  1890,  for  na><o-pharyn(;eal  catarrh  and  disease  of  heart 

It  further  ap})ear8,  frf)m  evidence  obtained  by  means  of  a  special  examination  now 
on  file,  that  the  original  allowance  of  your  pension  based  on  injury  of  head  was 
erroneous  and  contrary  to  law,  as  said  disability  is  in  no  way  due  to  your  military 
Hervice  as  requirefl  to  give  title  under  the  law  by  which  you  were  pensioned,  but 
wa^  incurred  in  a  fight  with  your  wife  while  you  were  in  a  state  of  intoxication 
8ul»^e<juent  to  your  discharge. 

You  are  hereby  notified  that  your  certificate  will  be  reissued  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  nionth,  and  payments  will  be  withheld  until  a  sum 
att'nies  HuflScient  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  amount  erroneously  paid  yon 
under  the  general  law,  viz,  $4  per  month  from  October  3,  1865,  to  July  11,  1890, 
inclusive. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  December  21,  1893,  you  will  be 
allowed  a  }>eriod  of  thirty  days  from  receipt  hereof  in  which  to  make  such  answer  as 
you  deem  proj)er,  and  to  show  cause  why  the  action  as  above  indicated  should  not 
be  taken. 

Some  little  evidence  was  filed  with  a  declaration  for  restoration  to 
the  general-law  rolls,  alleging  injury  to  head  December  21, 1897,  which 
was  again  rejected  November  18,  1898,  as  follows: 

Rejection  for  restoration  under  the  general  law  for  injury  of  head  on  the  ground 
that  same  was  not  incurred  in  the  service,  as  shown  by  special  examination,  and  the 
testimony  fileil  rec^ently  not  deemed  sufi^cient  to  establish  same  as  of  service  origin. 

March  9,  1899,  the  affidavits  of  four  witnesses  were  filed  with  a  view 
to  reopening  the  claim,  but  March  9,  1900,  the  former  rejections  were 
adhered  to.  In  this  action  it  was  stated  that  one  '*Mary  La  Moun- 
tain," with  two  other  affiants,  had  been  cross-examined  by  a  special 
examiner,  and  that  the  evidence  of  the  other  witness  was  not  sufficient 
to  overcome  the  adverse  testimony  on  file. 

July  28,  1900,  the  claimant  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Department,  in 
which  he  states  that  certain  prejudiced  witnesses  opposed  his  restora- 
tion, and  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  disability  for  which  pension 
was  originally  granted  was  actually  incurred  in  the  service,  as  alleged. 
The  appeal  concludes  as  follows: 

I  therefore  submit  that  the  suspension  is  contrary  to  law,  and  that,  although  some 
of  the  evidence  that  was  drawn  out  on  special  investigation  is  contradictory  and  goes 
to  show  that  one  of  the  disabilities  for  which  I  was  pensioned  existed  prior  to  my 
enlistment,  I  am  still  entitled  to  a  rating  under  the  disabilities  that  are  positively 
shown  to  be  of  service  origin.  The  evidence  of  Oliver  Burrill,  Joseph  Burrill,  and 
Mary  La  Mountain  I  contend  is  sufficiently  strong  to  warrant  my  restoration.  Mary 
La  Mountain,  whone  evidence  is  referred  to  as  that  of  my  wife,  is  in  error.  It  was 
the  testimony  of  another  Mary  La  Mountain,  who  did  not  clearly  understand  the 
nature  of  the  questions  askeci. 
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I  therefore  submit  and  ask  that  the  evidence  on  file  be  reexamined^  and  that  if  any 
doubt  exists  the  benefit  of  the  same  should  be  extended  in  my  behalf,  and  I  ask  for 
a  readjudication  of  the  claipi  on  its  merits.     All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

This  appeal  raises  the  question  of  the  suflSciency  of  the  evidence  to 
establish  that  the  injury  to  claimant's  head  and  the  catarrh,  as  alleged, 
occurred  during  his  military  service  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  whether 
the  action  of  withholding  claimant's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  in  order  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  amount  wrongfully 
paid  to  him  under  the  general  law  was  proper. 

The  evidence  in  regard  to  the  incurrence  of  the  alleged  injury  to 
head  in  the  service  is  supplied  by  two  comrades  and  the  captain  of 
claimant's  company.  One  of  these  comrades  claims  to  be  an  eyewit- 
ness to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury.  He  substantially  corroborates 
the  claimant's  account  of  the  injuiy,  although  as  to  effects  there  is 
square  contradiction,  as  there  also  is  as  to  minor  details. 

The  claimant's  story  is  that  some  time  in  July  or  August,  1865, 
while  on  patrol  guard  duty,  in  Savannah,  Ga.,  he  was  near  a  stack  of 
arms  when  a  colored  soldier,  or  a  colored  man  in  a  soldier's  uniform, 
tried  to  take  a  gun  off  the  stack,  and  the  claimant  told  him  to  let  that 
gun  alone,  when  the  colored  man  grabbed  and  swung  the  butt  of  the 
gun  against  his  head,  knocking  him  senseless;  that  he  was  taken  to  a 
hospital,  where  he  was  treated.  Before  the  special  examiner  the  daimr 
ant  adhered  to  this  story. 

Peter  Facto,  jr.,  the  comrade  who  claims  to  have  witnessed  the 
incurrence  of  the  injury  as  detailed  by  the  claimant,  in  an  affidavit 
filed  in  1884  substantially  corroborates  the  claimant,  saying  that  he 
helped  the  claimant  to  his  feet  and  saw  blood  on  the  side  of  his  head, 
but  could  not  say  whether  he  was  sent  to  the  hospital  or  not.  On 
cross-examination  this  witness  did  not  corroborate  his  affidavit  in 
detail,  but  did  adhere  to  his  statement  that  he  witnessed  the  hitting  of 
claimant  by  the  gun  as  he  had  described.  He  said  at  that  time  that 
claimant  was  not  on  duty  when  he  had  the  (juarrel  with  the  colored 
soldier.  He  said  there  was  no  stack  of  guns  at  the  scene  of  the  quar- 
rel and  that  claimant  was  hit  with  the  colored  soldier's  gun,  and  that 
he  could  not  say  what  caused  the  quarrel.  In  accounting  for  the  dis- 
crepancy'^ between  his  affidavit  and  statement  before  the  examiner  he 
said  he  could  not  read  and  had  to  depend  on  others  to  do  his  writing 
for  him. 

E.  M.  Fitch,  captain  of  claimant's  com  pan}',  made  affidavit  as  follows: 

That  he  was  captain  of  Comi)any  G,  One  hundred  and  fifty-third  Regiment  New 
York  Vohmteers,  in  the  late  war,  and  knew  John  La  Mountain,  a  private  in  said 
company;  that  said  La  Mountain,  while  in  active  service  in  said  regiment,  in  Savan- 
nah, Ga.,  was  injured  while  on  patrol  duty,  as  it  was  reported  at  said  time  that  he 
was  knocked  down  by  a  colored  soldier;  that  at  said  time  said  Ija  Mountain  was  sent 
to  the  hospital  to  be  treated  for  injuries  received  in  such  way  in  1865. 

The  above  affidavit  was  subscribed  and  sworn  to  August^,  1883. 
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On  the  6th  day  of  May,  1896,  Captain  Fitch  appeared  before  the  spe- 
cial examiner.  He  then  stated  that  he  could  not  recollect  that  claim- 
ant was  injured  in  the  service.  He  did  recollect  that  some  member  of 
his  company  was  hit  over  the  head  by  a  colored  soldier,  but  he  knew 
none  of  the  circumstances.  His  attention  being  called  to  the  affidavit 
quoted  as  above,  he  said: 

At  the  time  1  made  that  statement  I  had  some  memoranda  that  poesib) y  refreshed 
my  mind  regarding  this  matter,  but  my  papers  containing  the  memoninda  were 
burned  some  few  years  af^o.  I  can  not  now  say  that  La  Mountain  w^as  hurt  in  the 
8er\'ice. 

John  Kiernan,  a  comrade,  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that 
in  the  summer  of  1865,  in  Savannah,  6a.,  the  claimant  did  get  into 
a  ''squabble"  with  a  "nigger,"  and  was  injured  some  way.  This 
witness's  statement  continues: 

We  did  patrol  duty  in  Savannah  all  summer.  Before  the  war  cloeed  the  negroes, 
if  they  saw  a  white  man  coming  along  the  sidewalk,  would  get  off  into  the  street,  bat 
after  the  war  closed  it  was  quite  the  reverse.  I  was  not  present  when  he  was  injured, 
but  when  he  came  into  camp  he  told  me  he  had  been  hit  upon  the  head  and  knocked 
down  by  a  negro.  He  further  said  that  he  and  the  negro  had  trouble  over  a,gun  and 
the  negro  seized  the  gun  and  knocked  him  down  as  above  stated.  I  probably  heard 
what  started  the  trouble,  but  have  now  forgotten  what  it  was. 

This  witness  states  that  he  never  heard  that  the  injury  thus  incurred 
was  at  all  serious  or  that  he  could  remember  that  claimant  was  off 
duty  on  account  of  same. 

Continuing,  this  witness  testified: 

There  was  talk  in  the  company  that  it  the  negro  could  be  found  he  would  be  served 
the  same  as  he  served  La  Mountain.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  blow  to  head  made 
a  wound  or  not  I  have  heard  claimant's  deposition  read  and  should  say  it  was 
about  the  way  he  told  me  the  injury  was  incurred.  *  *  ♦  There  is  no  doubt  he 
(claimant)  was  injured  as  alleged,  as  I  heard  him  tell  about  it;  in  fact^  it  was  the 
talk  of  the  company  how  he  had  been  licked  by  a  "  nigger." 

It  should  be  noted  -that  this  last  witness  did  not  make  a  statement 
in  the  original  claim.  Studied  from  the  view  point  of  probability 
there  is  nothing  in  the  claim  as  originally  considered  by  the  Bureau 
that  threw  doubt  about  it.  The  claimant  may  well  have  been  hurt  as 
he  described,  but  whether  the  injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty  is 
a  question  aside  from  the  inquiry  at  this  moment.  Yet,  the  evidence 
quoted  is  not  all  that  was  considered  by  the  Bureau  in  its  initial  action. 

June  19,  1883,  Dr.  William  S.  Daggett  signed  and  swore  to  the 
following  statement: 

I  treated  John  La  Mounttdn,  private,  of  Company  G,  One  hundre<i  and  fifty-third 
R^ment,  New  York  Volunteers,  November  1, 1865,  for  fracture  of  the  parietal  bone 
of  the  left  side;  found  a  deep  depression;  much  pain  in  the  opposite  side  and  paralysis 
of  the  legs.  Was  not  able  to  move  about  for  a  year  or  more.  Has  since  frequent 
attacks  of  pain  in  the  head,  and  paresis  of  the  legs,  lasting  for  an  indefinite  time. 

-The  reputation  of  this  affiant  has  been  unimpeached,  and,  in  fact, 
he  is  reported  to  be  perfectly  reliable. 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


DBOISIONS   BEIiATING  TO  PENSIONS.  399 

Peter  Barnaby,  a  brother-in-law  of  claimant,  whose  reputation  is 
good,  testified  that  claimant  complained  of  pain  in  his  head  on  his 
return  from  the  Army,  and  said  further: 

I  have  eeen  he  had  a  kind  of  scar  on  the  left  side  of  his  head,  but  I  do  not  know 
how  he  got  it.  I  never  mentioned  it  to  him.  Yes,  he  had  that  scar  on  his  head 
when  he  came  home  from  the  Army.  No,  I  did  not  see  any  running  sore  on  his 
head.  It  was  a  scar  about  1}  inches  long  and  had  no  hair  on  it.  I  never  heard  him 
tell  how  he  got  that  hurt. 

Andrew  Burrill,  of  good  reputation,  who  knew  the  claimant  prior 
to  and  since  his  (claimant's)  service,  made  aflSdavit  that  he  helped 
claimant  off  the  train  in  October,  1865,  and  at  that  date  the  claimant 
spoke  of  the  injuiy  to  his  head,  and  that  he  was  hit  by  a  colored  sol- 
dier with  the  butt  of  his  gun.  In  response  to  a  letter  from  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  this  witness  stated  the  following: 

Your  letter  of  the  28th  received.  In  reply  I  would  say  I  saw  John  La  Mountain 
when  he  returned  home  from  the  war.  In  fact  I  was  at  the  depot  when  he  arrived, 
and  I  assisted  him  home.  He  claimed  he  was  injured  in  his  head.  I  examined  his 
head  and  I  saw  scars.     He  also  complained  of  his  leg  and  appeared  to  be  lame.    *   *  * 

This  last  witness  and  the  physician  who  treated  claimant  on  or  soon 
after  his  return  home  were  dead  when  the  special  examination  was 
conducted. 

Can  there  l)e  a  well-founded  doubt  that  the  claimant  received  some 
kind  of  an  injury  to  his  head  in  the  service?  The  statement  of  the 
captain,  after  the  special  examination,  rises  almost  to  the  dignity  of  a 
record.  He  made  his  first  statement  from  memoranda  which,  he  says, 
possibly  refreshed  his  mind,  his  records  being  destroyed  at  tfee  date  of 
his  examination.  It  is  wholly  incredible  that  the  doctor  and  the  cor- 
roborating witnesses  who  saw  the  scar  on  claimant's  head  at  his  return 
from  the  Army  could  all  have  been  mistaken.  Certainly  the  captain, 
who  made  his  first  statement  from  memoranda,  made  at  the  time  from 
reports  to  him,  could  not  be-  other  than  reliable.  Then  the  doctor 
makes  a  positive  statement  as  to  treatment  for  the  injury  eleven  years 
before  the  "brawl"  with  the  wife,  as  subsequently  testified  to.  This 
positive  statement,  descriptive  as  it  was,  and  corroborated  by  subse- 
quent medical  examinations  locating  the  injury  to  the  head,  make  his 
statement  worthy  of  credit  to  a  high  degree. 

The  evidence,  as  a  whole,  seems  of  such  a  character  as  to  warrant 
the  conclusion  that  was  reached  by  the  Bureau  in  the  first  instance. 
The  facts  elicited  long  afterwards  by  special  examination  seem  to  indi- 
cate that  the  disability  from  this  injury  was  increased  by,  and  com- 
plicated with,  a  subsequent  injury  to  the  head  in  a  drunken  brawl  with 
claimant's  wife  in  the  year  1876,  as  stated  in  the  rejection  quoted. 

Joseph  Burrill  testified  that  it  was  rumored  that  claimant  went  home 
drunk  once  and  his  wife  struck  him  over  the  head  with  a  bottle.  He 
did  not  know  who  told  the  story  and  could  not  say  there  was  the  "  first 
bit  of  truth  in  it." 
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Nelson  Daino  testified  before  the  special  examiner  as  follows  in 
rcganl  to  the  "brawl:" 

S<Mm  after  he  (claimant)  jfot  home,  should  say  some  two  or  three  years,  he  came 
home  drunk  one  night  and  l)egan  to  abuse  his  wife,  as  he  had  always  had  the  repu- 
taticm  of  doing.  After  she  hacl  8tfK)d  his  abuse  long  enough,  she  up  with  a  bottle 
and  struck  him  over  the  hea<i.  Of  course  I  know  nothing  about  this  personally,  as 
I  was  not  there,  but  right  after  this  happened  he  came  out  with  his  head  all  tied  up, 
and  the  story  got  out. 

Ernerson  B.  Rand  testified  substantially  as  the  alx)ve  witness  as  to  the 
brawl  l)etween  claimant  and  his  wife  and  the  rumors  about  same. 
Isaai*  Baker  testified  as  follows  in  this  regard: 

Along  alxmt  the  time  of  the  Centennial  in  1876  his  (claimant's)  father  (dead)  came 
over  after  me  in  the  night  and  said:  *'  I  think  John's  wife  has  killed  him."  I  went 
over  and  the  old  man  found  the  doors  locket! ,  so  he  got  in  through  the  window,  as 
did  also  myself.  There  we  found  John  on  the  floor  drunk,  as  I  thought,  with  quite 
a  swelling  on  the  side  of  his  head,  the  old  man  telling  me  his  wife  and  he  had  l>een 
quarreling  and  she  ha<l  hit  him  over  the  head  with  a  l)ottle.  No,  the  head  was  not 
bleeding  that  I  could  see.  *  *  *  There  was  no  light  in  the  room,  and  none  was 
lighted.  ♦  ♦  *  I  examined  his  head  and  found  the  swelling  with  my  hand.  I 
guess  I  did  not  see  him  after  this  for  a  week  or  more.  When  I  did  see  him  he  com- 
plained of  his  head,  and  did  all  the  time  I  knew  him. 

There  is  no  doubt  Imt  that  the  claimant  was  hit  in  the  head  by  his 
wife,  as  described.  Is  this  established  fact  at  all  inconsistent  with  the 
other  apparently  established  fact  that  claimant  was  injured  in  the  hcsid 
in  the  service,  as  alleged?  Is  it  not  possible  that  claimant  may  have 
been  injured  on  the  head  on  lx)th  occa»sions?  The  second  injury  by  no 
means  excludes  the  possibility  of  the  first. 

It  will  be  noted  that  there  is  no  description  of  the  injury  caused  by 
the  wife,  either  as  to  its  location  (except  that  it  was  to  ''  the  side  of 
the  head"),  or  as  to  its  character.  From  the  evidence  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  where  on  the  head  the  bottle  struck.  No  presumption 
follows  that  it  was  the  only  injury  the  claimant  had  ever  suffered  to 
his  head.  While  it  is  possible  and  even  probable,  from  the  location  of 
the  first  injury  (just  al)ove  the  ear  on  the  left  side)  that  when  the  wife 
swung  the  bottle  she  landed  upon  the  injured  portion  of  the  head,  it 
is  not  sustained  by  an}^  evidence  in  the  record.  The  claimant  swears 
he  was  never  injured  in  the  head  except  in  the  service. 

There  is  no  record  of  treatment  in  the  service  for  the  alleged  injury 
to  the  head.  This  fa(»t  was  Ix^fore  the  Bureau  when  the  claim  was 
allowed.  The  statement  of  one  com.rade,  the  statement  of  the  captain 
of  the  claimant's  company,  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  who  saw 
the  scar  on  claimant's  head,  and  the  testimany  of  the  physician  who 
treated  claimant  on  his  return  from  the  Aniiy,  admitted  the  claim.  At 
the  date  of  the  allowance,  1885,  the  Bureau  officers  exercised  their  dis- 
cretionary judgment.  After  such  exercise  upon  what  grounds  can 
such  judgments  be  disturbed  and  set  aside? 
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In  an  opinion  rendered  by  the  assistant  attorney-general,  December 
3,  1889,  this  question  is  exhaustively  discussed.  The  decisions  of  the 
Department  are  reviewed  and  commented  upon.     It  is  therein  stated: 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  trend  of  the  decisions  has  been  to  the  effect  that  where 
there  has  been  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the  pensioner,  or  where  there  has  been  a  mis- 
take of  fact  in  the  adjudication  of  a  pension  claim  which  results  in  the  overpayment 
of  money  as  pension,  in  such  case  the  Government  may  reimburse  itself  by  with- 
holding the  accruing  pension  until  the  amount  overpaid  is  made  good,  and  of  the 
correctness  of  this  position  there  can,  I  think,  be  no  reasonable  doubt. 

It  has  never  been  held  by  the  Department  that  there  is  any  authority 
to  withhold  pension  money  to  offset  moneys  which  may  have  been  paid 
out  as  the  result  of  an  error  of  jud^^ent  of  officers  charged  with  the 
administration  of  the  pension  laws.     Christian  May  (8  P.  D.,  71). 

Has  any  fraud  been  proved  to  have  been  practiced  on  the  Govern- 
ment by  the  claimant  in  this  case?  No  mere  probability  or  possibility 
that  fraud  may  have  been  used  in  a  particular  case  is  sufficient. 

In  the  case  of  James  A.  Trosper  (8  P.  D.,  75)  it  was  held  that  con- 
cealment of  certain  facts  material  to  the  inquiry  by  a  claimant  amounts 
to  fraud.  But  in  that  case  it  was  shown  that  the  resulting  injury 
claimed  for  was  actually  a  result  of  something  which  occurred  prior 
to  the  claimant's  enlistment,  and  is  not  at  all  in  point  with  the  case 
at  bar. 

The  Bureau  action  in  the  case  at  bar  was  prompted  by  proof  of  a 
subsequent  injury,  from  which  it  seems  to  have  been  concluded  there 
could  have  been  no  injury  as  alleged  in  the  service.  Such  a  conclu- 
sion is  not  warranted  in  any  view.  Later,  at  the  special  examination, 
it  appeared  that  the  comrade  who  gave  the  original  statement  as  an 
eyewitness  to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  was  not  altogether  trust- 
worthy; that  the  claimant  received  a  blow  on  his  head  in  1876;  that 
some  of  the  witnesses  fail  to  corroborate  their  first  statements.  All 
this  goes  to  the  question  of  the  justice  of  the  Bureau  action  in  reject- 
ing the  claim  for  restoration  and  increase,  rather  than  to  the  grounds 
for  reimbursement  to  the  Government  of  moneys  accruing  under  a 
p>ension  granted  under  another  law. 

From  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  considered  at  the  time  of  the 
original  allowance,  it  is  concluded  that  such  an  allowance  was  made 
after  an  exercbe  fairly  of  discretion  in  the  matter  of  weighing  testi- 
mony by  the  proper  officers  of  the  Government,  and  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the  claimant,  money  paid  under  a 
grant  of  pension  can  not  be  recovered  by  the  Government  from  accru- 
ing pension  under  another  law. 

There  remains  for  consideration  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting 
the  application  for  restoration  and  increase  of  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law.  This  inquiry  involves  the  character  of  the  testimony  dis- 
closed by  the  special  examination  from  which  the  bureau  reached  its 
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conclusion  in  1897.  In  other  words,  was  the  Bureau  justified,  on  the 
evidence  before  it  at  this  last-named  date,  in  rejecting  the  claim  for 
restoration  and  increase? 

The  examination  discloses  that  the  reputations  of  the  claimant  and 
the  witness  Facto  were  not  good;  facts  which  were  easily  ascertain- 
able at  the  date  of  the  original  allowance.  But  the  special  examination 
in  no  way  disturl)ed  the  statements  of  the  captain  of  claimant's  com- 
pany or  of  the  physician  who  treated  claimant  inmiediately  on  hi? 
return  home  from  the  service.  On  the  contrary,  the  statement  of  the 
captain  Ls  strengthened  and  a  new.  witness,  Kiernan,  appears  who  cor- 
roborates both  Fai*to  and  the  claimant  in  testimony  as  to  contempora- 
neous statements.  In  so  far  the  original  testimony  on  which  the 
Bureau  a<*ted  is  strengthened  and  supported.  But  the  special  exami- 
nation disclosed  that  claimant  was  injui'ed  in  the  head  b}'  being  hit 
with  a  l>ottle  in  the  hands  of  his  wife  in  1876,  eleven  years  subsequent 
to  the  injury  of  service  origin.  It  is  impossible  to  determine  from 
the  evidence  the  extent  of  the  injury  or  results  therefrom  of  this 
second  injury.  From  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  second  injury 
it  appears  no  amount  of  inquiry  would  develop  that  fact.  It  is  worthy 
of  remark  that  the  claimant,  though  duly  notified  of  the  cause  of  rejec- 
tion and  grounds  on  which  the  Bureau  claimed  the  right  of  reimburse- 
ment from  accruing  pension,  has  filed  no  evidence  den3nng  that  an 
injury  resulted  from  the  hit  on  his  head  by  the  bottle.  No  pre^^urap- 
tion  arises  to  aid  a  conclusion  as  to  the  degree  of  injury  from  either  of 
the  proven  injuries.  From  all  that  appears  in  the  evidence  resulting 
disability  may  have  come  from  one  as  well  as  the  other,  each  being 
proven  to  have  been  incurred  prior  to  the  allowance  of  pension  for 
such  injury,  thus  leaving  to  mere  speculation  and  guesswork  what 
should  be  proven  by  the  claimant.  With  all  the  evidence  under  review 
it  appears  that  the  claimant  was  injured  in  the  head  in  some  such  man- 
ner as  he  alleged  in  the  service,  thus  relieving  him  from  the  charge  of 
fraud  in  making  claim  therefor.  If  the  claim  was  allowed  in  the  first 
instance  on  insuflScient  testimony,  as  to  the  manner  of  its  incurrence, 
or  as  to  the  results  therefrom,  the  Bureau  may  coiTect  its  action  and 
refuse  to  pay  further  pension  therefor,  but  it  has  no  right  to  make  the 
claimant  suffer  a  penalty  for  the  failure  of  oflBcers  charged  with  such 
duty  to  weigh  aright  evidence  submitted  in  support  of  a  claim.  Where 
bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary  judg- 
ment in  passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon 
the  part  of  a  claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends 
to  discredit  that  first  acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the 
Government  from  ac^cruing  pension. 

The  claimant  and  the  witness  who  states  that  he  saw  the  incurrence 
of  the  injur}'  in  the  service,  being  shown  upon  special  examination  to 
be  unreliable,  the  remaining  evidence  is  not  of  such  a  character  as 
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would  have  wari-anted  the  allowance  of  pension  in  the  first  instance, 
in  the  absence  of  a  record.  After  the  special  examination  a  well- 
founded  doubt  existed  as  to  whether  the  injurj^  to  bead  as  alleged  was 
received  by  the  claimant  while  he  was  in  line  of  duty.  There  is  no 
reliable  evidence  in  the  record  that  there  were  any  serious  results  from 
the  blow  received  by  the  claimant  in  the  drunken  brawl  with  his  wife, 
but  the  presumption  arises  that  where  there  was  a  blow  there  must 
have  been  some  resulting  injury.  The  claimant  says  he  never  received 
an  injury  to  his  head  other  than  the  one  in  the  service,  and  while  this 
may  be  the  fact,  no  warrant  for  believing  this  statement  is  found  in 
the  evidence  in  the  case. 

The  claim  for  increase  on  account  of  catarrh  (new  disability)  was 
properly  rejected  on  the  ground  that  two  witnesses  before  the  special 
examiner  swear  that  claimant  had  catarrh  prior  to  his  entry  into  the 
service.  One  of  these  witnesses  appears  to  be  prejudiced,  but  because 
of  an  absence  of  a  record  for  treatment  in  the  service  and  the  fact  that 
no  application  was  made  on  this  account  until  1800,  and  the  chai'acter 
of  the  testimony  relied  upon  to  prove  origin  in  the  service  and  con- 
tinuance after  service  to  date  of  filing  claim  the  action  is  considered 
right. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  application  for  restoration 
and  increase  is  aflBrmed. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  withholding  the  pension  granted  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys 
paid  under  the  old  law  claim  is  reversed. 


marriage— vord  marriage— estoppei.. 
Phebe  Ann  Coburn,  now  Robbins  (alleged  widow). 

The  claimant  is  shown  to  have  separated  from  the  soldier  shortly  after  his  return 
from  the  Army  and  in  1866  (while  the  soldier  was  still  living)  married  one  A.  J. 
Pebbles,  with  whom  she  lived  until  he  abandoned  her  in  1880.  The  soldier  died 
in  1871.  She  alleged  that  she  had  heard  that  the  soldier  was  dead  Ijefore  fc<he 
married  Pebbles,  but  learned  that  he  was  alive  some  time  afterwards — alx)ut  a 
year  before  his  death. 

Ildd:  That  by  her  marriage  to  Pebbles  in  1866,  and  subsequent  conduct  sin?  is 
<»8topped  from  claiming  pension  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Ansuitant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

April  SO,  1901. 

Herewith  are  retumexl  the  papers  in  the  appealed  pension  claim 
(No.  276930)  of  Phebe  Ann  Coburn  (now  Robbins),  alleged  widow  of 
Butterfield  V.  Coburn,  deceased,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Company  F, 
Eighth  New  Hampshire  Infantry.  The  said  soldier  died  on  June  24, 
1871.     The  claimant  filed  her  application  for  pension  as  his  widow  0111 
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June  2S,  ISSO,  and  it  was  rejected  in  August,  1890,  after  a  special 
examination,  on  the  ground  that  "the  claimant  married  A.  J.  Pebble** 
in  18r)(>,  licfore  the  .soldier  died,  and  continued  to  live  with  him  as  his 
wife  to  the  year  1880."  An  appeal  was  taken  on  October  25,  1898,  in 
which  it  is  contended  that  if  it  be  true  that  the  claimant  married  Peb- 
bles prior  tt)  the  death  of  the  soldier  (which  she  denies)  the  marriage 
was  illegal  and  void  and  constitutes  no  bar  to  her  receiving  pension  as 
the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

The  facets  in  the  case,  as  developed  by  the  special  examination,  are 
as  follows: 

The  soldier  and  the  claimant  were  lawfully  married  on  May  2,  1846, 
and  lived  together  until  his  enlistment  in  the  Army  on  December  21, 
18*M,  during  which  time  several  children  were  born  to  them.  After 
his  discharge  from  the  Army,  on  November  21,  1863,  the  soldier 
returned  to  her,  and  they  lived  together  for  a  time,  but  his  health  was 
broken  and  he  was  probably  unable  to  support  himself,  much  less  his 
family.  He  appears  to  have  taken  to  roving  about,  returning  to  h^r 
family  at  intervals.  During  one  of  his  absenc^es,  in  the  fall  of  1866, 
the  claimant  was  married  to  one  A.  J.  Pebbles.  She  alleges  that  she 
had  received  information  that  the  soldier  was  dead.  Pebbles  says  she 
told  him  she  had  procured  a  divorce.  However  that  may  have  been. 
Pebbles  and  she  were  formally  married  and  lived  together  as  husband 
and  wife  until  1880,  when  Pebbles  abandoned  her  and  went  to  Cali- 
fornia, where  he  was  still  living  in  181K),  when  the  special  examination 
was  made.  The  soldier  died  in  the  almshouse  at  Dnu*ut,  Mass.,  on 
June  24,  1871.  The  claimant  was  married  to  Jonas  Wilson  Robbins 
on  November  17,  1886.  The  claimant  admitted  to  a  special  examiner 
in  »Iuly,  1890,  that  she  was  married  to  Pebbles  in  1866,  but  declared 
she  ceased  to  cohabit  with  him  as  a  wife  when  she  learned  that  the 
soldier  was  still  living,  and  thereafter  lived  with  him  in  the  capacity 
of  a  housekeeper  only.  It  is  admitted,  however,  that  she  was  known 
in  the  community  in  which  they  resided  as  Mrs.  Pebbles  during  the 
whole  time  they  were  living  together,  and  this,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  admission  that  they  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife  during 
a  part  of  that  time,  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  that  they  con- 
tinued to  occupy  the  same  relation  to  each  other  until  they  sepsirated 
in  1880.  There  is  no  evidence  except  the  claimant's  statement  to 
rebut  that  presumption ;  on  the  contrary  there  is  considerable  evidence 
to  support  it. 

Emma  J.  Swan  testified  before  the  special  examiner  that  Pebbles 
and  the  claimant  came  to  her  house  together  about  1878,  and  that  they 
were  living  together  as  man  and  wife  at  that  time. 

Pebliles  himself  testified  that  they  cohabited  as  man  and  wife  up  to 
the  time  he  went  to  California. 
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His  son,  George  D.  Pebbles,  testified  to  the  same  effect. 

Alvin  Burleigh,  an  attorney  at  law,  testified  that  in  November, 
1880,  the  claimant  consulted  him  in  regard  to  a  justice  suit  brought 
against  her  by  one  John  S.  Robbins,  with  reference  to  her  rights  and 
interests,  as  wife  of  A.  J.  Pebbles,  in  the  farm  formerly  owned  and 
occupied  by  the  latter.  Affiant  heard  no  question  raised  at  any  time 
as  to  the  fact  that  she  was  Pebbles'  legal  wife.  The  business  between 
them  was  under  the  presumption  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Pebbles. 

The  claimant  is  attacking  the  validity  of  her  marriage  to  Pebbles 
in  order  to  secure  a  pension  as  the  widow  of  Coburn.  The  law  pre- 
sumes in  favor  of  the  marriage.  As  was  said  in  the  case  of  Louisa  C. 
Germain  (11  P.  D.,  66): 

It  may  \ye  assumed  as  a  principle  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  and  legality  obtains  as  to  all  proven  marriages,  and  that  in 
cases  where  one  party  has  been  shown,  to  have  married  twice,  the  presumption  of 
the  validity  of  both  marriages  obtains  until  the  contrary  is  shown  by  competent 
proof.  Where  a  second  marriage  is  shown,  the  legal  presumption  at  once  arises  that 
the  first  marriage  had  been  dissolved,  either  by  death  or  divorce,  at  the  time  the 
second  was  contracted. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  claimant's  marriage  to  Coburn  had  not  been 
dissolved  by  death  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  to  Pebbles,  but  it  has 
not  been  shown  that  it  had  not  been  dissolved  by  divorce.  On  the 
contmry  there  is  evidence  that  she  claimed  to  have  been  divorced. 
The  burden  of  proving  that  there  was  no  divorce  is  upon  her,  and  the 
proof  has  not  as  yet  been  furnished. 

But,  assuming  that  there  was  no  divorce  and  that  the  marriage  to 
Coburn  stood  as  a  bar  to  a  legal  marriage  to  Pebbles  in  1866,  the  bar 
was  removed  by  the  death  of  Coburn  in  1871,  and  the  parties  contin- 
ued to  live  together  and  hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  man  and 
wife  for  nine  years  after  that.  The  question  then  arises  whether  a 
valid  marriage  did  not  arise  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment,  the 
matrimonial  consent  l?eing  presumable  from  their  acts  and  it  not  being 
shown  that  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  they  resided  (New  Hamp- 
shire) required  a  formal  celebration. 

There  is,  however,  another  phase  of  the  case  to  be  considered  which 
presents  more  serious  objections  to  the  allowance  of  the  claim  than 
those  already  mentioned.  It  is  clearly  shown  that  the  claimant  for 
several  years  before  the  soldier's  death  (during  part  of  which  time,  at 
least,  she  knew  that  he  was  alive)  and  for  nine  years  thereafter  passed 
as  the  wife  of  Pebbles.  She  cohabited  with  him,  bore  his  name,  and 
after  he  left  her  claimed  a  wife's  interest  in  his  property.  In  so  far 
as  she  could,  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  she  renounced 
her  matrimonial  connection  with  Coburn  and  proclaimed  herself  the 
wife  of  Pebbles.  It  has  been  held  by  the  Department  in  several  sim- 
ilar cases  that  a  woman  is  estopped  by  such  conduct  from  subsequently 
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denying  tho  validity  of  the  second  marriage  in  order  to  obtain  pension 
a^  widow  of  the  first  husliand.  (See  Digest  of  Pension  and  Bounty 
Land  Decisions,  p.  433,  and  cases  therein  cited.) 

There  can  })e  no  question  that  if  the  claimant  were  now  living  with 
Pebbles  and  holding  herself  out  to  the  world  as  his  wife  she  would 
not  be  i)ermitted  to  draw  pension  as  the  widow  of  Coburn,  u{x>n  show- 
ing that  she  was,  in  fact,  not  married  to  Pebbles;  and  this  is  true 
regardless  of  the  statute  of  August  7,  1882,  relative  to  adulterous 
cohabitation.  It  is  simply  unthinkable  that  the  Government  would 
pay  her  pension  as  the  unmarried  widow  of  one  man  knowing  her  to 
be  living  avowedly  as  the  wife  of  another  man.  This  being  true,  does 
it  not  follow  that  she  is  precluded  from  receiving  pension  for  any  past 
tim(»  during  which  she  was  living  as  and  representing  herself  to  be  the 
wife  of  Pebbles. 

If  she  had  applied  for  pension  prior  to  1880,  the  Pension  Bureau 
might  properly  have  said:  ''You  are  the  reputed  wife  of  Pebbles;  by 
your  marriage  to  him  in  1866  and  by  your  continued  cohabitation 
with  him  after  you  became  aware  that  the  soldier  was  still  living  (if 
indeed  you  ever  really  believed  him  to  be  dead)  you  are  estopped  from 
claiming  to  be  the  widow  of  the  soldier.  On  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  if  on  no  other,  j^ou  will  not  be  permitted  to  impeach  3^our  mar- 
riage to  Pebbles  and  to  convict  yourself  of  bigamy  and  adultery  in 
order  that  j^ou  may  obtiiin  a  pension  on  account  of  the  soldier  toward 
whom  you  had,  for  yeai*s  before  his  death,  failed  to  perform  the  duty 
or  recognized  the  obligations  of  a  wife." 

The  reasons  which  would  have  justified  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
at  that  time  are  equalh^  potent  to-day,  having  been  in  no  way  affected 
by  Pel>bles\s  desertion  of  the  claimant.  The  rejection  will  therefore 
stand. 


JTJRlSDlCmON-DECREK— EVIDENCE— DIVORCE. 

Elizabeth  Williamson  (widow). 

The  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Arkansas  in  1879 
againHt  the  claimant,  who  was  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  is  void  for  the  reason  that 
the  statutory  requirement  that  the  warning  order  should  be  published  was  not 
complied  with. 

Af<sisi(tnt  Secn^fary  F,  L,  Caniphdl  to  tJie  Cmnmi^sioner  of  Pensions^ 

June  '22,  1901, 

Thoniiis  G.  Williamson,  forraerl}'  lieutenant-colonel  of  the  Tenth 
Indiana  Volunteer  Cavalry,  died  on  January  23, 1882.  On  September 
11,  1890,  Elizabeth  Williamson,  as  his  widow,  filed  a  declaration  for 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Her  claim 
was  adjudicated  on  August  5,  1897,  an(J  rejected  on  the  ground  that 
the  soldier  had  procured  a  divorce  from  her  on  November  5,  1879. 
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On  March  11,  1901,  the  claimant  tiled  additional  evidence  as  a  basis 
for  reopening  her  claim,  including  a  transcript  of  divorce  proceedings 
had  at  the  fall  term,  1879,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Mississippi  County, 
State  of  Arkansas.  It  appears  that  on  September  2,  1879,  the  soldier 
filed  a  complaint  for  divorce  in  said  court  against  the  claimant,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  they  were  married  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  and 
afterwards  removed  to  the  State  of  Tennessee,  where  they  resided 
until  about  the  1st  day  of  February,  1875,  at  which  time  the  claimant 
willfully  and  without  reasonable  cause  deserted  him  and  resided  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  him  for  two  whole  years  and  since,  and  that  she 
is  now  residing  somewhere,  as  he  is  informed  and  believes,  in  the 
State  of  Illinois.  The  soldier  further  alleged  that  he  was  a  resident 
of  Mississippi  County,  Ark.,  and  had  been  for  one  year  next  before 
the  filing  of  his  complaint,  and  that  his  alleged  cause  for  divorce 
occurred  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  was  a  legal  cause  for  divorce 
in  that  State. 

It  also  appears  that  on  the  day  upon  which  said  complaint  was  filed 
Messrs.  McVeigh  and  Semmes,  attorneys,  were  appointed  to  represent 
the  nonresident  defendant.  Subsequently,  said  attorneys  made  a  report 
and  placed  the  same  on  file,  which  reads  as  follows: 

That  some  two  months  since,  they  wrote  to  the  defendant  at  her  post-office  in 
Strasburg,  111.,  informing  her  of  the  institution  and  nature  of  this  action  and  asking 
for  any  defense  she  might  have  to  make;  and  that,  although  they  are  advised  that 
said  letter  was  received,  they  have  had  no  response  from  her;  that  they  have  exam- 
ined the  pleadings  herein  and  see  no  reason  why  plaintiff  should  not  procee<l  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law. 

Upon  the  tiling  of  said  report  it  appears  that  the  court  adjudged 
and  decreed  that  the  bonds  of  matrhnony  heretofore  existing  between 
the  plaintiff,  Thomas  G.  Williamson,  and  the  defendant,  Elizabeth 
Williamson  "be  dissolved  and  held  void  and  of  no  effect." 

The  claimant,  in  an  aflBdavit,  attacks  this  decree  of  divorce,  setting 
up  the  following  state  of  facts,  in  which  she  is  corroborated  by  the 
testimony  of  the  daughter  and  only  child  of  the  parties,  Mrs.  Cora 
Richman.  She  denies  that  she  ever  received  any  notice  of  the  divorce 
proceedings  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment;  that  she  did  not 
desert  her  husband  as  alleged  by  him  in  his  complaint  for  divorce, 
neither  did  they  ever  reside  in  the  State  of  Tennessee;  that  in  1876 
their  home  was  in  Mattoon,  III.,  where  the  soldier  mortgaged  their 
home  for  $500  and  left,  stating  that  he  was  going  south  into  Tennessee 
where  he  could  make  more  money;  that,  after  he  left,  she  received 
letters  from  him  from  Kichardson's  Landing,  Tennessee;  that  in  the 
fall  of  1877,  she  and  her  daughter  visited  him  while  he  was  very  sick 
and  remained  with  him  one  month;  that  when  they  started  to  return 
home,  the  soldier  took  them  to  the  boat  landing  and  told  them  that  he 
would  be  at  home  in  six  weeks;  that  he  did  not  return  to  his  home, 
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and  for  that  reason  she  was  compelled  to  go  to  her  father's  at  Stras- 
burg,  111. 

The  application  for  reopening  the  case  was  considered  on  April  26, 
1901,  and  held  to  be  insufficient,  as  the  divorce  proceedings  were 
apparently  i*egular,  and  that  the  defendant  received  constructive  notice 
as  contemplated  by  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  May  2, 1901,  resting  upon  the 
contention  therein  set  forth,  as  follows: 

Relative  to  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Williamson,  widow  of  Thomas  G.  William- 
son, for  widow's  pension  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  number  469179, 
lieutenantrcoionel,  Tenth  Indiana  Cavalry,  also  Mexican  War,  we  hereby  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  rejecting  it,  August  12,  1897,  on 
the  ground  that  claimant  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  having  been 
shown  that  he  was  divorceii  from  her  November  5,  1879.  Since  the  rejection  we 
have  filed  a  transcript  of  the  record  of  the  divorce  proceedings  and  evidence,  which 
shows  l)eyond  a  doubt  that  the  divorce  in  question  was  obtained  fraudulently,  inas- 
much that  claimant  was  never  served  by  publication,  or  otherwise,  as  the  law 
required.  Furthermore  the  claimant  never  lived  in  the  State  alleged  in  the jpefif ion,  and 
under  the  recent  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  the  divorce  is  nulled.  We  contend 
that  the  evidence  filed  since  the  rejection  shows  that  this  case  is  identical  with  the 
Annie  M,  Shipp  case,  current  number  tf7,  II  P.  D.,  226,  dated  February  8, 1901,  in  which 
you  reversed  the  action,  and  we  respectfully  request  that  the  same  action  be  taken  in 
this  case. 

There  is  a  statutory  provision  in  force  in  the  State  of  Arkansas 
that  where  the  defendant  in  an  action  is  a  nonresident — 

The  clerk  shall  make  upon  the  complaint  an  order  warning  such  defendant  to 
appear  in  the  action  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  of  making  the  onier. 

It  is  further  provided  by  statute  that — 

The  court  may  make  the  warning  order  upon  the  requisite  facts  being  satisfactorily 
shown  by  aflSdavit  or  other  proof.  Warning  orders  shall  be  published  weekly  for 
at  least  four  weeks. 

It  is  also  provided  that  in  cases  where  a  defendant  has  been  thus 
constructively  summoned  an  attorney  shall  be  appointed  thirty  days 
before  judgment,  who  shall  defend  and  inform  the  defendant  of  the 
action.  In  this  case  the  attorney  seems  to  have  been  duly  appointed, 
but  the  record  of  the  proceedings  does  not  disclose  the  fact  that  the 
warning  order  was  "published  weekly  for  at  least  four  weeks"  or  for 
any  other  length  of  time. 

It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that,  in  divorce  proceedings,  where  the 
defendant  is  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  which  the  action  is  pending  the  statutory  requirements  must 
be  complied  with.  This  principle  is  expounded  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Cheely  v.  Clayton  (110  U.  S.,  701). 
James  W.  Clayton  had  obtained  a  divorce  in  the  Territory  of  Colorado 
against  his  wife,  Sarah  A.,  who  was  in  the  State  of  Illinois.  The  cause 
for  divorce,  as  alleged,  was  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
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the  defendant  to  the  State  of  Tllinok  in  1863,  and  that  .she  had  refused 
to  return  and  live  with  him  in  Colomdo. 

Sarah  A.  Clayton,  the  divorced  wife,  describinj^  herself  as  a  citizen 
and  resident  of  Illinois  and  widow  and  heir  at  law  of  James  W.  Clay- 
ton, deceased,  brought  suit  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  Colorado  to  recover  a  tract  of  land  in  the  county 
of  Jefferson  and  State  of  Colorado  and  a  lode  mining  claim  and  quartz 
mill  in  Gilpin  County,  in  that  State,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof.  The  case  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  on  a  writ  of  error  to  said  circuit  court. 

The  laws  of  the  Territor}^  provided  for  notice  by  publication,  and 
also  required  the  sheriff  to  serve  the  summons  personally  upon  the 
defendant  if  found  within  his  bailiwick.  The  supreme  court  of  the 
Territory  had  decided  that  in  such  a  case  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  retain  the  summons  in  his  hands  until  the  return  day,  in  compli- 
ance with  a  statutory  provision  which,  in  addition  to  service  by  pub- 
lication, said: 

But  this  prcx'eeding  shall  not  dispense  with  the  usual  exertion  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff  to  serve  the  summons. 

The  sheriff  in  the  Clayton  case  had  made  an  entry  of  non  inventus 
thirty  days  before  the  return  day. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Coloi'ado,  in  a  case  in  which  the 
facts  were  similar,  had  held  that — 

Without  holding  the  writ  until  the  return  day  and  a  proper  return  acconiingly, 
the  publication  of  notice  will  not  avail  to  confer  jurisdic^tion  upon  the  court  to  render 
final  decree  upon  the  petition.     (Vance  r.  Maroney,  4  Colorado,  47-49.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Cheely  v, 
Clayton  (110  U.  S.,  705-text)  held  as  follows: 

The  courts  of  the  State  of  the  domicile  of  the  i>arties  doubtless  have  jurisdiction 
to  decree  a  divorce,  in  accordance  with  its  laws,  for  any  cause  allowed  by  those  laws, 
without  regard  to  the  place  of  the  marriage,  or  to  that  of  the  commission  of  the 
offense  for  which  the  divorce  is  granted;  and  a  divorce  so  obtained  is  valid  every- 
where. (Story  on  conflict  of  laws,  sec.  230a;  Cheever  r.  Wilson,  9  Wall.,  108;  Har- 
vey r.  Famie,  8  App.  Cas.,  43.)  If  a  wife  is  living  apart  from  her  husband  without 
sufficient  cause,  liis  domicile  is  in  law  her  domicile;  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof 
of  fraud  or  misconduct  on  his  part,  a  divorce  obtained  by  him  in  the  State  of  his 
domicile,  after  reasonable  notice  to  her,  either  by  personal  service  or  by  publication, 
in  accordance  with  its  laws,  is  valid,  and  although  she  never  in  fat^t  resided  in  that 
State.  (Burlen  v.  Shannon,  115  Mass.,  438;  Hunt  r.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.,  218.)  But  in 
order  to  make  the  divorce  valid,  either  m  the  State  in  which  it  is  granted  or  in 
another  State,  there  must,  unless  the  defendant  appeared  in  the  suit,  have  l)een  such 
notice  to  her  as  the  law  of  the  first  State  requires. 

This  decision  is  in  perfect  hannony  with  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Emma  H.  Cooper  (10  P.  D.,  434)  and  with  that  of 
Anna  M.  Shipp  (11  P.  D.,  226). 
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The  statutory  re<|uireiiient  that  the  wanimg  order  should  be  pub- 
ILshed  was  not  complied  with,  and  for  that  reason  the  decree  of  divoix^ 
in  void. 

The  claimant's  i^ase  is  very  much  strengthened  by  the  testimony 
taken  on  special  examination  in  Sti*asburg,  111.,  in  1897.  The  trend 
of  tliat  testimony  is  to  the  effect  that  the  soldier  abandoned  his  wife 
in  Illinois,  and  voluntarily  remained  away  from  her,  which  rebut?  the 
allegation  in  his  complaint  for  divorce  that  she  had  abandoned  him  in 
the  State  of  Tennessee. 

For  reasons  herein  set  forth  the  action  complained  of  is  reversed, 
with  directions  that  the  case  }3e  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 


NAVY  PENSIONS— 8KCTIOXS  4760,  4757,  AND  4813,  B.  S. 
WlLLUM  FlNLEY. 

This  pensioner,  being  an  inmate  and  beneficiary  of  the  Naval  Asylum,  Philadelphia, 
Pa.,  the  money  Ijenefit  of  $13.25  per  month,  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the 
section  4756,  Revisetl  Statutes,  for  twenty  years'  service  in  the  Navy,  and  in  lieu 
of  which  he  accepted  the  home  in  the  asylum,  was  paid  to  the  governor  of  that 
institution,  by  virtue  of  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes.  He  was  granted  leave 
for  six  months  in  1896,  and  during  such  leave  was  permitted  to  receive  the 
$13.25  per  month,  in  person.  During  this  leave,  also,  he  applied  for  and  was 
allowe<i  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  for  service  in  the  Mexican  war,  under  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887,  but  the  first  payment  on  this  certificate,  which  included 
arrears  from  the  date  of  the  act,  was  paid  to  the  governor  of  the  asylum,  by  the 
pension  agent,  and  pensioner  was  only  allowed  to  draw  the  amount  becoming 
due  during  the  i)eriod  of  his  leave  from  the  asylum. 

It  has  l)een  held  in  a  decision  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Treasury  (3  Dec,  CJomp.  of 
Treasury,  568),  that— 

**  Section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  requiring  the  pension  of  any  navy  offiwr,  seaman, 
or  marine  entitled  to  a  pension  to  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  during 
his  continuance  in  a  navy  hospital  only  applies  to  such  pension  the  benefit  of 
which  the  pensioner  was  actually  receiving  at  the  time  he  was  in  the  hospital, 
and  does  not  include  a  jxjnsion  acquired  after  he  left  the  hospital." 

Following  this  ruling,  while  the  pensioner  was  still  constna'tively  a  beneficiary  of 
the  asylum,  although  on  leave,  yet  he  was  not  actually  an  inmate,  and  the 
recognition  l)y  the  asylum  authorities  and  pension  agent  of  his  right  to  draw  his 
pension  during  the  poritKl  of  such  absence  carried  with  it  the  right  to  draw  all  of 
such  pension,  including  the  arrears  under  the  Mexican  war  act,  title  to  which 
was  determined  while  he  was  not  an  inmate  of  the  asylum.  The  ]>ayment  of 
such  arrears  to  the  governor  or  treasurer  of  the  asylum  was  erroneous,  and  to 
this  extent  the  api)eal  is  sustaineil.  Other  points  in  the  appeal  are  overruled  in 
accordance  with  former  decisions  (John  Spen<.«r,  7  P.  D.,  152;  Richard  Ewing, 
8  P.  D.,  44),  except  in  so  far  as  the  scaling  clause  of  section  4757,  Revised 
Statutes,  is  made  to  apply  to  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes. 

Ai<Mf\Hta7it  Seci'etary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  C&rmnissioner  of  Pensimis^ 

Jun^  25,  1901. 

William  Finley,  late  captain  of  forecastle  and  seaman,  United  Stat^ 
Navy,  and  Mexican  War  survivor,  after  a  service  of  more^han  twenty 
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years,  was  honorably  discharged  May  9,  1873.  Soon  thereafter  he 
became  an  inmate  and  beneficiary  of  the  United  States  Naval  Asylum, 
Philadelphia,  Pa.,  by  virtue  of  the  law  creating  said  institution. 
While  such  inmate  he  filed,  March  30,  1881,  an  application  for  an 
allowance  under  the  provisions  of  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes, 
which  is  a8  follows: 

There  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  naval  pension  fund  to  every  person  who,  from  age 
or  infirmity,  is  disabled  from  sea  service,  but  who  has  served  as  an  enlisted  person 
in  the  Navy  or  Marine  Corps  for  the  period  of  twenty  years,  and  not  been  discharged 
for  misconduct,  in  lieu  of  being  provided  with  a  home  in  the  Naval  Asylum,  Phila- 
delphia, if  he  so  elects,  a  sum  equal  to  one-half  the  pay  of  his  rating  at  the  time  he 
was  discharged,  to  be  paid  to  him  quarterly,  under  the  direction  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions;  and  applications  for  such  pension  shall  be  made  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  who,  upon  being  satisfied  that  the  applicant  comes  within  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  shall  certify  the  same  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  such  certifi- 
cate shall  be  his  warrant  for  making  payment  as  herein  authorized. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  having  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  the  facts  in  the  case  a  certificate  was  issued  in  the  claimant's 
favor  for  fl3.26  per  month,  being  one-half  his  pay  while  in  active 
service.  This  certificate  was  dated  July  5,  1881,  and  the  allowance 
thereunder  was  paid  to  the  governor  of  the  asylum,  as  the  agent  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Nav3%  under  the  provisions  of  section  4813, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  follows: 

Whenever  any  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine,  entitled  to  a  pension,  is  admitted 
to  a  navy  hospital,  the  pension,  during  his  continuance  in  the  hospital,  shall  be  paid 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  deducted  from  the  account  of  such  pensioner. 

The  pensioner  or  beneficiary  obtained  le^ve  of  absence  from  the 
asylum  April  1,  U896,  which,  with  extensions,  continued  six  months, 
or  to  October  1,  1896.  During  this  period  he  was  permitted  to  draw 
the  allowance  of  $13.25  per  month  upon  his  own  voucher,  the  ceilifi- 
cate  being  turned  over  to  him  for  that  purpose.  This  was  in  accord- 
ance with  a  regulation  of  the  asylum,  of  which  it  is  stated: 

Although  so  connected  with  the  home  as  to  be  borne  upon  its  rolls  as  a  beneficiary, 
and  wearing  clothing  previously  supplied  as  such,  and  at  liberty  to  return  at  any 
moment,  any  beneficiary  is  allowed  to  draw  for  his  own  use  that  portion  of  his  pen- 
sion accruing  during  such  period. 

This  regulation  is  in  strict  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  the  two  sections 
before  quoted,  the  one  providing  that  if  he  so  elects  he  may  take  the 
allowance  of  money  in  lieu  of  a  home  in  the  asylum,  and  the  other 
providing  that  only  while  he  continues  in  the  home  or  hospital  shall 
his  pension  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  be  deducted  from 
his  account.  It  is  true  that  the  language  of  the  regulation  seems  to 
warrant  the  inference  that  the  beneficiary  was  still  regarded  as  an 
inmate  of  the  asylum,  although  on  leave,  but  this  is  not  material  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  his  separation  from  the  asylum  for  even  a  short 
time  is  recognized  as  entitling  him  to  have  his  pension  certificate  and 
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t()  dmw  hi«  ]K'nsi()n  thereon  from  the  penhion  agent.  But  this  subject 
and  the  effec't  of  the  recognition  thus  accorded  the  beneficiary  will  l^e 
rt*ferred  to  lattM*. 

Immediately  after  his  leave  began  pensioner  filed,  April  3,  1896,  a 
claim  for  pension  as  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  war,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  January'  29,  1887.  Such  claim  was  allowed  June 
18,  189(),  at  a  rating  of  $8  per  month,  to  conunence  from  the  date  of 
the  a<*t.  In  issuing  the  certificate  for  said  pension  it  was  made  to  cover 
both  amounts,  viz,  the  $8  per  month  and  the  113.25  per  months  thus 
making  a  pension  of  121.25  per  month.  But  the  first  payment  on  this 
certificate,  including  arrears,  which  amounted  to  more  than  $8(X),  was 
not  made  to  the  pensioner  himself,  but  to  the  governor  or  treasurer  of 
the  Naval  Asylum.  The  pensioner,  however,  was  allowed  to  draw 
that  portion  of  his  pension  accruing  during  the  time  he  was  on  leave, 
but  no  longer,  the  privilege  ceasing  with  his  return  to  the  as\^lum. 

This  action  of  denying  him  the  arrears  of  his  Mexican  War  pension, 
or  any  portion  of  such  pension  while  he  was  in  the  asylum,  is  assigned 
as  error  in  an  appeal  entered  November  20, 1897.  But  w^hile  this  con- 
stitutes the  principal  contention  another  of  almost  equal  importance, 
maintains  that,  under  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  even  the  former 
allowance,  or  service  pension  under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes, 
should  not  be  paid  to  the  asylum  authorities  except  to  be  held  in  trust 
for  him  until  he  should  leave  the  institution.  In  support  of  these  con- 
tentions others,  in  the  nature  of  arguments,  are  made,  as,  that  the 
Ntn^al  Asylum  is  not  a  hospital  in  the  sense  used  in  section  4813, 
Revised  Statutes;  that,  in  any  event,  the  latter  section  has  become 
inoperative,  if  not,  in  effect,  repealed  by  reason  of  later  legislation 
which  changes  the  conditions  under  which  the  section  applied;  that 
the  money  benefit  named  in  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  not 
strictly  a  pension,  and  that  appellant  certainly  has  the  right  to  receive 
one  or  the  other  of  the  allowances  even  while  in  the  asylum. 

Other  points  incidental  to  the  main  issues  are  referred  to  in  the 
appeal,  and  comment  and  argument  are  offered  to  sustain  them. 
Indeed,  these  comments  go  so  far  as  to  constitute  charges  of  miscon- 
struction, or  worse,  against  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  and  the  Navy 
Department.  As  a  matter  of  fact  this  appeal  is  elaborated  to  such 
extent  that  an  attempt  to  meet  and  discuss  fully  all  the  matters  men- 
tioned therein  would  not  only  open  up  the  whole  subject  of  naval 
pensions  and  naval  hospitals — their  origin  and  history — but  would 
make  this  paper  of  excessive  length.  However,  it  may  be  necessary 
as  a  preliminary^  to  the  detemiination  of  the  principal  question  to  dis- 
pose of  some  of  the  incidental  matters  in  as  brief  a  way  as  possible. 
Fortunately  this  task  is  lightened  by  the  fact  that  the  subjects  involved 
are  not  altogether  new,  but  have  been  discussed  in  former  decisions  in 
response  to  appeals  by  the  same  attorney  who  prepared  this  one. 
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Two  of  the  most  notable  of  these  decisions  are  published— n^ases  of 
John  Spencer  (7  P.  D.,  152)  and  Richard  Ewing  (8  P.  D.,  44).  In  the 
first  of  these  it  was  held  on  points  applicable  to  the  present  case  that 
the  money  benefit  granted  by  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  a 
pension,  and  that  such  pension  is  and  was  intended  to  be  a  ''further 
provision  for  the  support"  of  the  beneficiaries  therein  specified,  in 
addition  to  pensions  granted  by  other  laws;  also,  that  the  prohibitions 
in  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  proviso  to  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  are  inapplicable  and  constitute  no  bar 
to  the  payment  of  the  benefit  provided  by  section  4756,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  of  pension  under  other  grants;  and,  further,  that  in  a 
case  where  both  the  money  benefit  under  the  section  named  and 
pension  under  other  law^  are  granted  the  former  should  be  scaled  to 
one-fourth  the  amount  of  the  latter,  as  indicated  by  the  last  clause 
of  section  4757,  Revised  Statutes. 

.  In  the  other  decision  cited  it  was  held  that  the  Naval  Home,  or 
Asylum,  at  Philadelphia,  is  a  naval  hospital  within  th^  meaning  of 
section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  and  pensions  due  to  inmates  thereof 
must,  under  the  provisions  of  said  section,  be  paid  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy;  also,  that  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  has  no  appli- 
cation to  said  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  payment  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  provided  for  therein;  and,  further,  that  there 
is  no  provision  of  law  for  requiring  the  officials  of  the  Naval  Asylum 
to  hold  in  trust  the  benefits  and  pensions  granted  by  section  4756, 
Revised  Statutes,  and  other  laws,  although  there  are  provisions  of 
that  nature  in  regard  to  inmates  of  the  National  Home  for  Disabled 
Volunteer  Soldiers. 

Reviewing  these  decisions,  and  the  basis  upon  which  the  several 
points  are  settled  therein,  it  is  found  that,  except  in  a  minor  particular, 
they  are  sustained  by  the  plain  provisions  of  the  statutes  under 
accepted  rules  of  construction  as  well  as  by  sound  reason  and  logic,  so 
that  additional  elaborate  comment  is  unnecessary  to  apply  the  rulings 
to  the  case  at  bar.  That  the  provision  of  money  in  section  4756, 
Revised  Statutes,  for  long  and  faithful  service  is  a  pension  to  all 
intents  and  puiposes  is  hardly  open  to  question;  and  the  reasons  for 
so  regarding  it,  as  stated  in  the  Spencer  case,  namely,  that  it  is  a  gra- 
tuitous allowance  and  conforms  to  all  the  definitions  of  a  pension,  and 
that  it  is  called  a  pension  in  the  statute  itself,  outweigh  any  arguments 
against  it.  This  money  benefit  is  certainly  not  a  debt  due  the  bene- 
ficially. It  is  based  upon  no  sort  of  contract,  and  it  can  not  be  placed 
in  the  same  relative  position  as  retired  pay  to  officers,  because  there  is 
no  provision  of  law  analogous  to  that  which  provides  for  the  latter.  It 
is  simply  a  manifestation  of  the  bounty  of  the  Government  based  on 
gratitude  and  appreciation  of  faithful  service,  as  in  the  grant  of  all 
other  pensions.     It  is  only  different  from  other  pensions  in  that  it 
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has  respect  alone  to  the  len^h  of  service  of  the  beneficiary  and  his 
age  or  infirmity,  and  provides  a  specific  sum  for  aiding  in  his  mainte- 
nan<*o,  Iwused  on  his  pay  while  in  active  service,  and  does  not  place  him  in 
the  catpgorj'  of  those  whose  ratings  are  fixed  by  a  schedule  or  depend- 
ent on  some  fact  to  be  ascertained.  It  is  as  if  a  special  act  of  Congi-es.s 
wore  passed  in  relation  to  each  of  such  beneficiaries.  The  statute  is, 
indeed,  of  the  nature  of  a  special  act  for  a  particular  class. 

Yet,  it  is  true  that  while,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  money  benefit  pro- 
vided by  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  a  pension,  it  is  of  a  differ- 
ent order  or  class  from  those  provided  by  other  laws  of  general  appli- 
cation, and  because  of  this,  as  well  as  because  the  provision  does  not 
seem  to  exclude  the  beneficiary  from  the  additional  or  concurrent 
benefit  of  such  other  laws,  that  it  has  been  held  his  case  is  not  affected 
by  the  prohibition  of  sex^tion  4(15,  Revised  Statutes,  which  forbids  the 
allowance  of  more  than  one  pensioA  at  the  same  time  to  the  same  per- 
son. Indeed,  the  act  of  March  2,  1867,  which  includes  both  sections 
4756  and  475?,  Revised  Statutes,  appears  to  expressly  recognize  the 
right  of  the  Iwneficiaries  thereunder  to  concurrent  pension  under  other 
laws.  If,  then,  this  appearance  of  such  recognition  is  not  deceptive, 
and  if  the  view  that  the  statute  is  in  the  nature  of  a  special  act  is  cor- 
rect, the  prohibition  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  does  not  apply, 
nor  does  that  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  as  follows: 

That  no  i)er8on  who  is  now  receiving  or  shall  hereafter  receive  a  pension  under  a 
special  act  nhall  \)e  entitled  to  re(«ive  in  addition  thereto  a  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law,  unless  the  special  act  expressly  states  that  the  pension  granted  thereby  is  in 
addition  to  the  i>ension  which  said  person  is  entitled  to  receive  under  the  general  law. 

Of  this  section  it  may  be  stated  that  the  exception  contained  in  the 
latter  clause  applies  with  especial  force  to  the  case  under  consideration. 
That  is,  the  act  of  March  2,  1867  (a  special  act),  under  which  pension 
is  being  received,  '' expressly  states  (or  implies)  that  the  pension 
*  *  *  is  in  addition  to  the  pension  which  said  person  is  entitled  to 
receive  under  the  general  law,"  namely,  his  Mexican  War  pension. 

As  for  the  holding  in  the  Spencer  case  that  when  allowance  is  made 
of  additional  pension  under  other  laws  the  money  benefit  of  sections 
4756  and  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  should  be  not  exceeding  one-fourth 
the  rate  of  such  pension,  it  may  be  stated  that  after  a  careful  exami- 
nation of  the  provisions  it  seems  unmistakable  that  such  scaling  is 
applicable  alone  to  the  benefit  named  in  the  latter  section  (4757),  in 
which  it  is  provided  for.  It  is  true  the  two  sections  are  parts  of  one 
act — that  of  March  2, 1867 — but  the  one  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proviso  to 
the  other,  and  makes  an  entirely  separate  and  distinct  grant  to  a 
different  set  of  persons  of  similar  class,  bavsed  upon  similar  but  distinct 
grounds  and  provides  a  very  different  mode  of  ascertaining  title  there- 
under. Besides,  the  very  terms  and  position  of  the  scahng  clause 
imply  that  it  has  relation  to  the  provision  for  those  whose  service  was 
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ten  years  or  more,  but  less  than  twenty.  After  specifically  describing 
how  the  title  of  such  set  of  persons  shall  be  ascertained  and  pension 
allowed,  it  declares  'Hhat  no  allowance  so  made  shall  exceed,"  etc., 
whereas  the  provision  of  the  chief  portion  of  the  act  (section  4766, 
Revised  Statutes)  is  simply  for  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  a  home  in  the 
Naval  Asylum  (which  the  beneficiary  is  entitled  to  under  another  law), 
without  other  method  of  a^scertaining  title  than  the\statement  of  his 
service  from  the  records  and  that  he  is  unfit  for  sea  service,  and  it  is 
dependent  in  no  way  upon  the  recommendation  of  a  committee.  Again, 
it  is  true,  as  stated  in  the  decision  of  the  Spencer  case,  that  "sections 
4766  and  4T67,  are  undoubtedly  to  be  construed  in  pari  materia,"  upon 
the  question  of  their  relation  to  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  but 
there  is  no  good  reason  for  confounding  their  provisions  as  regards 
the  scaling  of  the  benefits  named  in  each.  In  other  words,  the  bene- 
ficiary under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
amount  of  the  half  of  his  pay  while  in  active  service  in  addition  to  any 
pension  he  may  receive  under  other  laws,  while  the  beneficiary  under 
section  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  must,  in  case  he  is  granted  pension 
under  other  laws,  forfeit  the  ''suitable  amount  for  his  relief"  recom- 
mended and  allowed,  and  take  in  lieu  thereof  the  pension  and  one- 
fourth  of  the  same  added.  And,  in  so  far  as  the  holding  to  the  con- 
trary in  the  Spencer  case  might  apply  to  the  ca^e  under  consideration, 
it  is  overruled. 

Now,  as  touching  the  question  whether  the  Naval  Home,  or  Asylum, 
at  Philadelphia  is  a  naval  hospital,  a  succinct  and  sufficient  answer  is 
given  in  the  reasons  for  holding  the  affiimative,  in  the  decision  of  the 
Ewing  case,  supra.     These  reasons  are  as  follows: 

1.  Because  its  establishment  was  provided  for  in  an  act  entitled  ^'An  act  establish- 
ing navy  hospitals,"  and,  conformably  to  the  terms  of  said  act,  it  was  erected  on  one 
of  the  sites  selected  for  navy  hospitals  and  from  the  fund  set  apart  for  navy  hospitals. 

2.  Because  Congress  has  appn)priated  money  for  its  improvement  and  repairs  as  a 
navy  hospital.     (9  Stat.  L.,  625,  and  11  id.,  47,  245,  and  406.) 

3.  Because  it  falls  within  the  definition  of  "hospital"  given  by  lexicographers. 

4.  Because  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  holds  it  to  be  a  navy  hospital.  This,  in  itself, 
is  considered  a  sufficient  reason,  so  far  as  this  Department  is  concerned,  because  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  the  proper  person  to  decide  the  status  of  the  several  branches 
of  his  own  Department. 

If  more  detail  of  statement  were  required  it  might  be  recited  how, 
by  an  act  passed  July  16,  1798,  Congress  created  a  marine-hospital 
fund  by  requiring  the  deduction  of  20  cents  a  month  from  the  pay  of 
all  seamen  of  vessels  entering  the  ports  of  the  country;  how,  by  the 
act  of  March  2,  1799,  the  objects  and  resources  of  said  fund  were 
extended  to  the  Navy  of  the  United  States,  with  a  like  deduction  from 
the  pay  of  oflBcers,  seamen,  and  marines,  and  the  subsequent  merging 
of  the  ''marine-hospital  fund"  into  the  "fund  for  navy  hospitals;" 
and  how  bj^  the  act  of  February  26,  1811,  these  navy  hosjMtals  were 
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authorized  and  provided  for  by  adding  to  the  fund  the  fines  imposed 
upon  officers,  8eamen,  and  marines,  and  by  creating  a  board  of  com- 
missioners to  select  siti\s  for  the  hospitals  and  to  set  apart  one  of  them 
as  a  })ermanent  asylum  for  disabled  and  decrepit  officers,  seamen,  and 
marines. 

It  will  1x5  readily  understood,  therefore,  that  such  asylum  (after- 
wards established  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.)  was  instituted  for  the  same 
object  and  purposes  and  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  and  regulations 
as  other  naval  hospitals.  Furthermore,  the  last  paragraph  or  provi- 
sion of  said  act  of  Fe})iniary  26, 1811,  contains  the  requirement  of  sec- 
tion 4818,  Revised  Statutes,  that  "  when  an}"-  officer,  seaman,  or  marine 
entitled  to  a  pension  shall  be  admitted  into  a  navy  hospital  the  pen- 
sion, during  his  continuance  therein,  shall  be  paid  to  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  navy  hospitab  and  deducted  from  the  account  of  such 
pensioner."  As  far  as  this  requirement  goes,  then,  it  is  clear  that  it 
applies  eijually  to  the  Naval  Asylum  at  Philadelphia  as  to  any  other 
naval  hospital. 

Besides,  this  matter  Ls  now  settled  beyond  controversy,  however  it 
may  have  bt^en  regarded  heretofore,  by  the  acts  of  Congress  enacted 
May  4,  lSt)H,  and  March  3,  1899,  making  appropriations  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  Naval  Home  at  Philadelphia,  as  follows: 

And  whenever  any  officer,  seaman,  or  marine  entitled  to  a  pension  is  admitted  to 
the  Naval  Home  at  Philadelphia,  or  to  naval  hospital,  his  x)ension,  while  he  remains 
there,  shall  be  <ieducted  from  his  accounts  and  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  for 
the  l)enefit  of  the  fund  from  which  such  home  or  hospital,  respectively,  is  main- 
tained; and  section  forty-eight  hundred  and  thirteen  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States  is  hereV)y  amended  accordingly. 

This  provision  likewise  answers  the  contention  of  the  appeal  that 
section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  had  been  repealed  or  had  become  inop- 
erative. It  is  clear  that  Congress  did  not  so  regard  it,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  further  to  notice  the  arguments  made  upon  this  point 
Further,  the  provision  confirms  the  holding  in  the  decision  of  the 
Ewing  case,  hereinbefore  cited,  as  to  the  effect,  or  rather  the  lack  of 
bearing  of  the  prohibition  in  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes,  U}>on  the 
direction  in  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  as  to  the  payment  of  pen- 
sions of  inmates  or  beneficiaries  of  the  Naval  Home.  The  prohibition 
referred  to  is  as  to  the  payment  of  pension  to  any  person  other  than 
the  pensioner  entitled  thereto,  and  the  contention  is  that  said  pro- 
hibition repealed  all  previous  directions  in  regard  to  the  payment  of 
pensions.     The  holding  in  the  decision  cited  is  as  follows: 

The  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  8,  1870  (sec.  4766,  Rev.  Stat. ),  is  very  plain.  It 
was  designed  to  prevent  claim  agent<»,  attorneys,  brokers,  and  other  persons  from 
getting  possession  of  pension  money  due  their  clients  and  appmpriating  it  to  their 
own  use.  It  was  not  designed  to  change  existing  provisions  of  law  with  respect  to 
the  payment  of  pensions  to  soldiers  or  sailors  who  were  inmates  of  homes  or  hos- 
pitals provided  at  public  expense. 
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As  stated,  the  provisions  of  the  recent  appropriation  acts,  as  quoted, 
appear  to  confinn  the  above  ruling,  in  intent  if  not  in  words,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  (or  the  governor  of  the  asylum,  for  him)  is  the 
proper  person  to  receive  whatever  pension  may  be  granted  to  the  bene- 
ficiary while  in  the  asylum.  Not  only  so,  but  all  pension  due  such 
beneficiary  must  be  so  paid  and  not  the  money  benefit  provided  by 
section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  only,  as  contended  in  the  appeal.  It 
has  been  seen  that  this  money  benefit  is  of  a  different  order  of  pension 
from  any  granted  under  other  laws,  and  is  allowed  only  in  lieu  of  a 
home  in  the  Naval  Asylum.  It  naturally  ceases  to  go  to  the  beneficiary 
when  he  accepts  such  home.  It  may  be  a  question  of  some  moment 
whether  the  said  mone}^  benefit  can  be  properly  paid  to  anyone  during 
the  time  the  beneficiary  is  an  inmate  of  the  asylum.  This,  however, 
is  not  a  matter  for  consideration  here,  being  exclusively  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

As  for  any  other  pension  to  which  the  beneficiarj'  may  be  entitled, 
however,  there  can  be  no  serious  doubt  but  the  same  is  payable  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  (or  the  asylum  authorities)  while  such  pensioner 
is  an  inmate  and  is  being  maintained  in  the  institution.  The  direc- 
tion of  the  law  (sec.  4813,  Rev.  Stat.)  does  not  discriminate  as  to  the 
kind  of  pension,  or  between  the  pension  under  the  general  law  and 
the  money  benefit  provided  in  lieu  of  a  home,  but  it  is  general  in  its 
scope  and  must  be  taken  to  include  all  pension,  of  whatever  character, 
to  which  the  beneficiary  of  the  asylum  is  entitled.  So,  in  the  c>ase 
under  consideration,  it  is  held  that  the  payment  to  the  asylum  authori- 
ties of  the  Mexican  War  pension  while  the  pensioner  is  an  inmate,  is 
proper  and  conformable  to  the  law. 

Thus,  having  disposed  of  the  various  incidental  contentions  of  the 
appeal  the  further  consideration  of  the  case  reverts  to  the  chief  and 
only  remaining  contention.  This  relates  to  the  fact  that  the  pension 
for  service  in  the  Mexican  war  was  applied  for  and  allowed  while  pen- 
sioner was  not  an  inmate  of  the  Naval  Asylum,  but  it  was  nevertheless 
paid  to  the  governor  of  said  institution.  It  is  insisted  that  whatever 
may  be  the  rulings  on  the  other  points  mentioned,  this  pension  should 
have  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  in  person  by  the  pension  agent.  In 
support  of  this  contention  is  cited  the  decision  of  the  Comptroller  of 
the  Treasury  in  the  case  of  Robert  Kelly,  dated  May  4,  1897.  This 
decision  is  contained  in  a  communication  to  the  pension  agent  at  Phila- 
delphia, Pa.,  and,  l^eing  short,  is  given  here  in  full,  as  follows: 

TREASrRY    DePA  RTM  tNT, 

Office  of  Comptroller  ok  the  Treasury, 

}fay  4y  1897. 
Sir:  Your  letter  of  the  14th  ultimo  stating  that  one  Robert  Kelly,  a  ship's  cx)rporal, 
who  at  various  intervals  between  February  3,  1888,  and  August  15,  1896,  had  been 
an  inmate  of  the  naval  hospital  at  Philadelphia,  was  on  February  23,  by  certificate 
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No.  59:{JI,  grant4Hl  a  |)eii»ion  whifh  related  liack  to  and  coverecl  the  period  of  time  he 
was  rei'eiving  the  lienefit  of  the  hospital,  and  ai!«king  whether  you  should  pay  the 
pension  ho  >rrante<l  to  tiie  jiensioner  or  the  Sei-retary  of  the  Navy,  has  heen  received. 

The  rightij  of  the  jiartiiw  in  the  matter  are  to  be  determinwl  by  the  state  of  affairs 
that  exi8te*l  at  the  very  time  said  Kelly  was  in  the  home. 

Sei'tion  4813  reads:  **  Whenever  any  navy  offitrer,  seaman,  or  marine,  entitled  to  a 
I)enMion,  is  admitUni  to  a  navy  hospital,  the  pension,  during  his  (H>ntinuance  in  the 
hospital  shall  l)e  ftaid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  deducted  fn>m  the  account 
of  such  iHjnsioner." 

The  iK)int  in  ttie  case  turns  u])on  the  construction  to  l)e  placed  ujx>n  the  words 
"  entitUnl  to  a  jM^nsion.*'  The  act  is  expressed  in  the  words  of  the  present  tense,  and 
therefore  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  (>)ngress  had  in  mind  such  a  i)en8ion  only  as  the 
pensioner  was,  at  the  time  he  was  in  the  home,  actually  receiving  the  benefit  of,  and 
not  an  inchoate  contingent  right  that  might  or  might  not  ripen  into  a  {>ension  in  the 
future;  ami  to  extend  the  application  of  the  statute  so  as  to  include  a  pension 
acquirtnl  after  he  had  left  the  home  would  retjuire  a  cronstruction  not  warrantetl  by 
the  language  used. 

You  are  therefore  authorized  to  i>ay  the  pension  to  Mr.  Kelly  instead  of  to  the 
home.     ( Decisions  of  Comptroller  of  the  Treasur)',  3,  568. ) 

This  would  seem  to  l)c  very  good  authorit}'  for  allowing  the  conten- 
tion of  this  appeal  last  referred  to.  It  will  he  observed  that  two  points 
esjx^oially  are  covered  by  said  decision,  viz,  that  it  is  only  while  pen- 
sioner is  an  iinnate  of  the  Naval  Asylum  that  his  pension  may  be  paid 
to  the  governor,  and  not  to  himself,  and  this  pension  must  be  one  in 
esse  and  not  in  f  uturo-  -that  is,  title  to  the  same  must  have  been  declared 
while  he  was  yet  in  the  asylum,  and  is  not  inchoate  and  dependent  on 
facts  to  be  proved  and  judgments  to  be  rendered. 

But  with  this  much  admitted,  and  thus  far  recognizing  the  authority 
of  sjiid  decision,  the  question  arises,  was  an  error  made  in  |iaying  the 
pension  in  this  case — that  is,  the  Mexic4in  War  pension  to  the  governor 
of  the  Naval  Asylum  if  The  settlement  of  this  ijuestion  depends  on  the 
answer  to  another,  viz,  was  pensioner  an  inmate  or  beneficiary  of  the 
asylum  at  the  time  his  title  to  this  pension  was  determined?  And 
herein  lies  the  whole  gist  of  the  case,  because  if  he  was  not,  the  decis- 
ion (pioted  may  V)e  said  to  control,  while,  if  he  was,  section  4813, 
Revised  Statutes,  nmst  be  held  applicable  to  the  first  payment  of  pen- 
sion, as  well  as  to  any  other  while  he  was  in  the  asylum. 

The  question  above  indicated  seems  very  siniple  of  solution,  but  it 
presents  some  diflSculty  when  considered  in  its  full  import.  There  is 
a  difference  in  the  status  of  this  pensioner,  William  Finley,  from  that 
of  Robert  Kelly,  in  which  the  quoted  decision  was  made.  In  the  lat- 
ter case,  although  Kelly  had  been  off  and  on  an  inmate  of  the  Naval 
Asylum  or  hospital  for  eight  years,  his  connection  therewith  had  been 
finally  severed  at  the  time  his  title  to  pension  was  determined,  so  that 
he  could  not  be  said  to  be  under  its  order  or  control  in  an^*  manner, 
tind  being  free  to  ac^t  for  himself,  he  was  entitled  to  receive  his  {tension 
in  person,  unless  by  construction  of  the  statute,  he  had  been  declared 
a  debtor  to  the  asylum,  which  is  not  the  case. 

Digitized  by  LjOOQIC 


DECISIONS   RELATING    TO   PENSIONS.  419 

ThiH  pensioner,  Fiiiley,  is  not  in  the  same  c>ategory  with  Kelly,  and 
the  rejisons  above  stated  for  paying  him  his  pension  in  person  do  not 
.stricti}'  apply.  There  has  been  no  final  severing  of  his  relations  with 
the  asylum.  He  was  only  on  leave  for  a  stated  period  and  has  been  an 
inmate  since  that  leave  expired.  It  may  be  said  then,  that  he  was 
constructively  a  beneficiary  of  the  institution  even  while  on  leave.  Or 
at  least,  he  was  subject  to  the  order  of  the  authorities  there,  was  car- 
ried on  the  rolls,  was  wearing  clothes  furnished  by  the  asylum,  and 
was  free  to  return  to  its  shelter  whenever  he  chose  to  do  so.  To  all 
intents  and  purposes  then,  he  was  in  the  status  described  by  the  statute 
(4813,  Rev.  Stat.)  in  the  language,  ^* during  his  continuance  in  the  hos- 
pital," although  not  literally  an  inmate.  On  such  a  basis,  therefore, 
the  jmynient  of  the  pension  to  the  governor  of  the  asylum  would  seem 
to  have  been  propi»r  and  sustained  by  the  law. 

But  there  is  another  view  which  has  l>een  recognized  by  the  asylum 
authorities  and  the  pension  agent,  and  which  would  appear  to  be  good 
l)asis  for  holding  that  he  was  entitled  to  receive  the  first  payment  of 
his  Mexican  War  pension  and  all  other  payments  due  while  he  was 
actually  out  of  the  asylum.  This  consists  in  the  fact  that  notwith- 
standing he  was  constructively  a  Iwneficiary  of  the  institution  while 
on  leave,  he  was  allowed  during  such  leave  to  draw  the  money  benefit 
of  $13.25  per  month,  under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  and,  after 
the  first  payment  on  his  Mexican  War  certificate  was  made,  he  was 
allowed  all  that  became  due  thereon  during  the  period  of  his  leave. 
There  seems  no  good  reason,  therefore,  wh}'^  he  should  not  have  been 
permitted  to  receive  the  first  payment  as  well.  It  could  only  be 
denied  on  the  theory  indiciited  in  the  Comptroller's  decision,  before 
quoted,  that  this  first  jmyment  '^  related  back  to  and  covered  the  period 
of  time  he  was  receiving  the  benefit  of  the  hospital,"  and  which  was 
ruled  against  as  untenable  in  law. 

If,  therefore,  the  right  of  the  pensioner  to  receive  his  current  allow- 
ances for  and  during  the  time  he  was  not  actually  an  inmate  of  the 
as>'lum  plat;ed  him,  by  such  recognition,  virtually  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  Pensioner  Kelly,  in  the  case  quoted,  then  the  pension  agent 
should  have  paid  him  the  whole  amount  due  him  while  thus  on  leave, 
and  the  governor  of  the  asylum  could  not  rightfully  take  and  withhold 
the  sum  for  arrears,  which  became  due  after  the  pensioner  ceased  to 
lie  an  inmate  of  the  institution. 

There  are  good  reasons  for  believing  that  pensioner's  chief  object  in 
seeking  leave  and  absentmg  himself  from  the  asylum  for  the  period 
named  was  for  the  purpose  of  applying  for  and  personally  receiving 
this  arrears  of  pension  under  the  Mexican  War  act,  thus  preventing 
the  asylum  authorities  from  taking  this  large  sum,  by  virtue  of  section 
4813,  Revised  Statutes.  But,  while  this  may  have  been  the  cAse,  it  can 
not  be  held  to  nullify  his  right  to  the  money  which,  under  the  rulings 
and  recognition  mentioned,  legally  belongs  to  him.     y  ----^  ^^^^.^ 
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Considering  the  cane,  then,  in  all  itn  aspects  it  \s  held  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  arrears  of  pension  under  the  certificate  for  service  in  the 
Mexican  war  to  any  other  person  than  the  pensioner  himself  was 
erroneous  and  should  be  rectified.  To  this  extent  the  action  appealed 
from  is  reversed. 


juuisdiction-declaration— bvidbnce-filing. 
Anthony  O'Grady,  alias  John  Davis. 

1.  A  (lei'laration  for  penMion  is  of  no  force  or  effect  whatever  until  filed  in  the  Burean 

of  Penflions. 

2.  The  actual  mailing  of  a  declaration  for  pension,  addressecl  to  the  Commissioner  of 

PenMons,  is  not  sufficient  proof  that  the  same  was  ever  filed  in  the  Bureau  r>f 
Pensions;  neither  does  such  mailing  raise  any  presumption  that  said  declaration 
had  iHHfn  tiled  in  said  Bureau. 

AasUtant  tSccretary  F.  Z.  Vampbdl  to  the  Commissumer  of  I^etisions^ 

June  26,  1901. 

Anthony  O'Grady,  alias  John  Davis,  was  granted  a  pension  of  |>}S 
per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  December  31,  1898, 
declaration  having  been  filed  on  September  30,  1897.  He  was  a  pri- 
vate in  Company  F,  Nineteenth  Massachusetts  Volunteer  Infantry. 
An  appeal  was  filed  on  January  30,  1899. 

It  app)ears  that  this  claimant  had  a  charge  of  desertion  against  him 
on  the  records  of  the  War  Department,  and  that  upon  the  refusal  of  the 
said  Department  to  remove  said  charge  an  act  of  Congress  approved 
February  1,  1897,  ordered  said  charge  to  be  removed  and  soldier 
granted  an  honorable  discharge  to  date  from  April  30,  1865. 

It  is  contended  by  the  attorney  that  some  time  in  1890  he  filed  a 
declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  this  claimant  and  was 
advised  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  his  claim  could  not  be 
favorably  considered  while  the  charge  of  desertion  remained  of  record; 
that  upon  the  removal  of  said  charge  as  aforesaid  he  called  up  the 
claim  and  was  advised  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  no  decla- 
ration under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  had  ever  been  tiled  in  behalf  of 
claimant.  He  thereupon  filed  a  declaration  on  September  30,  1897. 
The  claimant  was  granted  a  pension  from  said  last-mentioned  date, 
but  the  attorney  now  claims  that  the  date  of  commencement  of  said 
pension  should  l>e  that  on  which  he  filed  his  original  declaration  in 
July,  1890. 

The  evidence  shows,  by  the  testimony  of  the  claimant,  his  wife,  and 
the  appealing  attorney,  that  shortly  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890  (the  claimant  having  a  general  law  claim  on  file),  claim- 
ant's wife  went  to  the  attorney's  office  in  Joliet,  111.,  the  claimant 
being  in  Colorado,  and  asked  if  her  husband  could  not  obtain  his  pen- 
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sion  under  the  new  law.  A  declaration  was  forwarded  to  the  soldier, 
but  neither  of  the  three  witnesses  can  swear  positively  a«  to  whether 
it  was  returned  to  the  attorney  or  to  the  claimant's  wife.  The  attor- 
ney swears  that  it  eventually  came  into  his  hands,  and  that  it  was 
shortly  afterwards  forwarded  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  He 
does  not  swear  that  he  mailed  it,  but  states  in  his  appeal  that  he  gave 
it  to  claimant's  wife  to  mail,  that  she  did  mail  it,  and  that  she  has  so 
sworn.  It  is  not  a  fact,  however,  that  she  has  so  sworn,  her  affidavit 
stating — 

I  do  well  remember  that  my  husband's  attorney  (Mr.  Hoover)  told  me  when  I 
called  on  him  late  in  August,  1890,  that  my  husband's  claim  was  sent  to  Washing- 
ton, and  sometime  after  he  told  me  that  he  got  w^ord  from  the  Commissioner  that 
no  attention  could  be  paid  to  my  husband's  claim  until  he  got  an  honorable 
discharge. 

It  was  demonstrated  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Aj^a  H.  Dilley 
(11  P.  D.,  257),  that  a  claim  has  no  legal  effect  until  it  is  filed.  Even 
if  papers  are  actually  deposited  in  the  mail,  such  an  act  does  not  con- 
stitute a  filing  of  the  papers.  It  is  not  until  the  papers  have  actually 
reached,  and  are  in  manual  possession  of  the  proper  officer  or  office, 
that  they  can  be  said  to  be  filed.  The  making  out  of  the  papers  sim- 
ply shows  the  intent  to  assert  the  claim,  and  the  ac^tual  mailing  of 
them  is  but  another  step  in  the  intention  to  assert;  the  actual  asser- 
tion, as  is  shown  in  the  Dilley  case,  is  not  completed,  and  does  not 
have  any  force  so  far  as  the  party  is  concerned  against  whom  the 
claim  is  asserted,  until  the  papers  are  actually  filed.  Notice  can  not 
be  brought  home  to  one  against  whom  a  claim  is  made,  save  by  the 
prescribed  statutory  methods,  and  in  pension  claims  the  procedure  is 
by  the  filing  of  the  declaration. 

It  is  claimed  in  the  appeal  that  the  "correspondence  indicates  that 
the  claim  was  received  in  the  mailing  department  and  has  been  lost." 
Such  a  contention  has  no  foundation,  however,  in  fact,  for  there  is 
nothing  in  the  correspondence  which  would  indicate  the  slightest  admis- 
sion on  the  pail  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  a  declaration 
by  the  claimant  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  ever  received 
prior  to  September,  30,  1897. 

If  the  claimant  can  show  that  such  a  declaration  as  the  one  in  ques- 
tion was  ever  in  the  possession  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  he 
would  then  have  laid  a  proper  foundation  for  building  up  a  case.  He 
has  not  shown  such  fact,  and  it  is  reiterated  that,  even  if  he  should 
conclusively  show  that  the  declaration  was  actually  placed  in  the 
United  States  mail,  properly  stamped  and  directed  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  such  a  showing  would  not  be  any  proof  what- 
ever, neither  would  it  raise  the  slightest  presumptiom,  that  said 
declamtion  was  ever  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  Pension.  As 
stated  in  the  Dilley  case,  contractual  rights  are  often  saved  and  l>ound 
by  depositing  certain  papers  in  the  mail.     A  right  to  gension^Jiowever, 
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is  not  a  contnu'tual  rigfht,  and  the  principles  which  govern  contract 
rights,  so  far  as  mailing  jmpers  arc  <»oncerned,  are  not  applicable  tu 
de(*la nit  ions  in  {Mansion  claims. 

The  opinion  in  the  Dilley  case  held  that  a  declaration  which  did  not 
reach  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  until  after  the  death  of  the  .soldier 
who  had  executed  such  declaration  could  not  be  a  pending  claim  at 
the  death  of  sjiid  soldier.  This  opinion  in  the  case  under  discussion 
is  meant  to  hold,  and  docs  hold,  that  the  ai^tual  mailing  of  a  declaration 
is  no  proof  whatever  that  said  declaration  was  ever  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  neither  does  the  mailing  of  it  raise 
any  presumption,  however  slight,  that  said  declaration  was  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  Notice  to  the  Government 
can  onlv  be  brought  home  by  the  ju*tual  tiling  of  the  declaration,  and 
proof  of  such  filing  can  not  be  made  by  showing  that  the  declai-ation 
was  a<*tually  mailed. 

By  reason  of  the  above  it  is  held  that  the  date  of  commencement  of 
p<Mision  in  the  within  case  was  properly  made  at  the  date  of  the  a^^-tual 
filing  of  the  declaration  on  Septemlwr  30,  1897. 

It  is  remarkcnl  that  claimant  hsis  not  made  out  a  cjise  even  under  his 
own  <'on  tent  ion,  for  he  hjis  not  shown  that  the  supposed  declai'ation 
was  ever  maile<l. 

Action  affimied. 


ATTORNEYSHIP-RKC^OGNinON. 

JosKFH  Lane,  alias  Joseph  Simpson  (claimant). 
E.  S.  Weeden  (attorney). 

When  the  Bureau  haa  ailjiidgtHi  that  one  of  several  contesting  attorneys  is  entitled 
to  reoo^iiition,  and  Huc^h  others  a<HiuiefHO  in  8ai<l  (iecinion,  further  n^*<-»gnition  can 
n<»t  1h»  denied  tlie  one  and  aceordwl  to  any  of  «ueh  othern  on  tli(»  jrnnind  that 
tlie  one  <lid  not  (!onfonn  to  the  ruleH  in  n»gard  to  formal  servi(»e  at  a  time  prior 
to  the  d(M'isi(m  of  the  Bureau  u}K)n  which  his  title  to  n^eognition  i.*«  l)afH?<l. 

Ax/ifxf/nd  t>cnu't4ir\i  F,  L,   VainpheJl  to  fhf  CfmiNu^ifmer  of  Pcj^xhrnM^ 

Jfou  'Jo,  190L 

E.  S.  Weeden,  of  Chicago,  Til.,  on  March  21, 1901,  entered  an  appeal 
from  the  ^wtion  of  the  Bureau  denying  him  further  recognition  in  the 
claim  for  pension,  under  the  geneml  law,  of  Joseph  Lane,  alias  Joseph 
Simpson,  who  served  in  Company  B,  Eighteenth  Kentucky  Voluntivr 
Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  soldier  on  Febiiiary  28,  1888,  the  appellant  fihxl  a 
declaration  for  pension,  under  the  general  law,  on  account  of  dissibilitj 
due  to  rheumatism,  (*hronic  diarrhea,  and  resulting  piles.  He  file<l 
evidence  on  January  27,  1890,  which  prima  facie  complete<l  the  claim. 
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George  Bancroft  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  February  16,  1893, 
filed  a  power  of  attorney.  They  were  called  upon  lor  evidence  April 
23,  1893;  November  19,  1894;  and  January  2,  and  February  15,  1895. 
They  filed  evidence  November  20, 1893;  February  23,  July  17  and  25, 
August  8  and  29,  and  December  11,  1894;  and  April  13,  1895. 

On  January  31,  1895,  Mr.  Weeden  was  notified  that  he  would  not 
be  further  recognized.  From  this  action  he  entered  an  appeal  March 
9,  1895.  The  Bureau,  in  report  dated  March  20,  1895,  receded  from 
its  action  denying  the  appellant  further  recognition,  and  on  March  22 
following,  said  appeal  was  dismissed. 

The  Bureau  on  March  20, 1895,  notified  Messra.  Bancroft  &  Co.  that 
the^'  would  not  be  further  recognized,  and  on  October  10,  1895,  called 
upon  appellant  for  certificate  of  the  official  chai*acter  of  W.  J.  Cowan, 
as  justice  of  the  peace.  Said  call  was  complied  with  November  4, 
1895.  On  November  18, 1890,  Mr.  Weeden  was  notified  by  the  Bureau 
that  the  claim  required  further  special  examination.  The  claim  was 
specially  examined  during  the  years  189(5,  1897, 1898,  and  1900.  Sub- 
sequently to  1895  appellant  willed  up  the  claim  several  times.  The 
claim  was  rejected  February  14,  1901,  when  Messrs.  Ban<*roft  &  Co, 
were  re(»ognized;  hence  this  appeal. 

Messrs.  Bancroft  &  Co.  acquiesced  in  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of 
March  20,  1895,  denying  them  further  recognition.  The  call  upon 
them  b}^  the  Bureau  of  February  15,  1895,  was  for  claimant's  state- 
ment as  to  service  and  this  they  filed  April  13, 1895.  Thereafter,  they 
filed  no  evidence  nor  performed  any  material  service.  As  they  were 
recognized  and  subsequently  were  denied  recognition  by  the  Bifreau, 
and  iniusmuch  as  they  have  acquiesced  in  such  action — that  is,  they  never 
have  entered  any  appeal  from  said  action — they  forfeited  whatever 
rights  they  may  have  had  in  the  claim  (case  of  John  Quinn,  11  P.  D. ,  25). 

The  action  (from  which  this  appeal  is  entered)  by  the  Bureau  deny- 
ing the  appellant  further  recognition  is  upon  the  ground  that  from  the 
time  he  prima  facie  completed  the  ciise,  January  27,  1890,  to  June  16, 
1894,  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  John  S. 
Keisor  (7  P.  I).,  558),  he  did  not  call  up  the  cjise  at  intervals  of  one 
year,  and  therefore  became  in  neglect,  so  that  Messrs.  Bancrofts  Co. 
could  be  recognized.  Such  service  is  merel}'  formal.  It  has  been 
pointed  out  that  Mr.  Weeden  at  once  entered  an  appeal  from  the  action 
of  the  Bureau  denying  him  further  recognition;  that  Messrs.  Bancroft 
&  Co.  acquiesced  in  the  subseciuent  a<^*tion  of  the  Bureau  denying  them 
further  recognition,  and  that  the  latter  had  forfeited  whatever  rights 
they  may  have  had.  The  cause  now  assigned  for  denying  appellant 
recognition  is  founded  upon  alleged  negle(*t  b}'  him  during  a  ix^riod 
prior  to  the  date  when  he  was  fii'st  denied  recognition  and  from  which 
the  Bureau  receded.  It  is  presumed  that  appellant's  right  to  recogni- 
tion at  such  tim(»  is  unquestionabl(\     At  this  date  inciuiry  <*an  not  be 
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mado  as  to  whether  appellant  observed  the  rules  a^  to  mere  formal 
»er\'iee,  whatever  the  fact  may  have  been,  for  the  Bureau  at  the 
projKM*  time  adjudged  that  he  had  preserved  his  rights.  Thb<  question 
was  in  the  province  of  the  Bureau  to  decide,  and  having  psLssed  upon 
it  and  no  person  having  excepted  to  its  decision,  its  action  would  }>e 
worth  little  if  the  rights  of  an  attorney  founded  upon  su<'h  decision 
could  Ihj  sacrificed  by  raising  a  query  at  any  future  period  as  to  whether 
said  attorney  had  obsened  the  rules  as  to  mere  formal  service,  whether 
or  not  there  was  any  other  attorney  who  could  have  a  better  title  to 
recognition. 

It  appears  that  from  a  time  prior  to  the  date  when  the  claim  was 
sent  into  the  field  appellant  had  been  the  recognized  attome}^  and  that 
at  the  time  or  sinc«  there  has  been  no  one  to  contest  his  rights.  For 
the  reasons  set  forth  action  denying  the  appellant  further  ret^gnition 
was  error. 

It  is  directed  that  a  copy  of  this  dex?ision  l>e  served  uix)n  Messrs. 
Bancroft  &  Co. 

Action  reversed. 


SPEC:iAI.  ACrr-C'OMMENCEMENT— RANK-fiECTION  470«,  R.  S. 

CoRiNNE  R.  Strickland  (widow). 

The  soldier  having  been  declared  by  special  act  of  Congress  to  be  an  officer  in  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  given  the  right  to  prosecute  a  claim 
for  pension  under  the  general  law,  although  he  is  not  shown  to  have  been  mis- 
tered nor  recognize<l  by  the  War  Department,  and  having  been  pensioned  undtr 
the  general  law  at  total  of  rank  for  disability  contracted  in  ser\'ii^,  the  statnsi  and 
privilege  extend  to  the  widow,  and  she  is  pensionable  under  the  general  law  if 
the  officer's  death  was  the  result  of  the  disability  for  which  he  was  pensioneil, 
as  provide<l  by  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

AxMlHtard  Sirrt'tat'y  F,  L.   Camphdl  to  th^^  Com^tti^mmifir  of  Pemfirm^^ 

June  29,  1901. 

Corinne  R.  Strickland,  widow  of  Jesse  H.  Strickland,  late  colonf  I 
Eighth  Tennessee  Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  her  applications  April  4, 
1899,  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  and  the  act  of  June  27,  iSi^). 
alleging  the  death  of  her  husband  March  27,  1899.  Both  claims  were 
rejected  July  15,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the  alleged  service  of  the 
soldier  had  never  been  recognized  by  the  War  Department;  that  the 
records  of  said  Department  fail  to  show  that  he  was  in  the  militaiy 
service  of  the  l-nited  States,  either  as  an  enlisted  man  or  officer;  and, 
further,  that  the  claimant  is  not  entitled  to  benefit  under  the  special 
act  of  Congress  passed  for  the  relief  of  this  soldier. 

Then  a  special  act  of  Congress  was  enacted  in  l>ehalf  of  the  claimant. 
This  was  approv^ed  March  1,  1901,  and  is  as  follows: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  l)e,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  diretrted  to 
place  on  the  pension  roll,  subject  to  the  provisions  an<l  limitations  of  the  pension 
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laws,  the  name  of  Corinne  R.  Strickland,  widow  of  Jesse  H.  Strickland,  late  colonel 
Eighth  Regiment  Tennessee  Volunteer  Cavalry,  and  pay  her  a  pension  at  the  rate  of 
$30  per  month. 

In  the  adjudication  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
said  a<it  the  pension  was  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  approval. 
From  this  ac^tion  appeal  has  been  taken  April  3,  1901,  upon  the  con- 
tention that  the  pension  should  commence  from  the  date  of  the  soldier's 
death.  In  this  appeal  also  are  recited  the  principal  facts  relative  to 
the  history  and  grant  of  pension  to  the  soldier,  and  it  is  insisted  that 
claimant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  for  his  relief.  That  act 
was  approved  August  30,  1890,  and  is  as  follows: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed 
to  plat'e  on  the  j^ension  roll,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  of  the  i)ension 
lawH,  the  name  of  Jesse  II.  Strickland,  formerly  colonel  of  the  Eighth  Regiment  of 
Tennessee  Cavalry,  United  States  Volunteers,  and  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  a 
claim  for  ])en8ion  said  Jesse  H.  Strickland  shall  be  considere<l  as  having  l)een  duly 
commissioned  and  mustered  as  cx)lonel  of  the  said  regiment  to  date  from  the  thir- 
tieth day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty- three. 

That  iiL't  was  made  necessary  by  the  rejection  of  the  soldier's  claim 
under  the  genenil  law  for  the  same  reasons  that  this  claim  of  the  widow 
was  rejected,  viz,  that  he  was  never  mustered  into  the  militarv  service 
nor  recognized  as  an  officer  by  the  War  Department.  The  claim  also 
had  a  similar  fortune  to  the  widow's  in  regard  to  the  commencement 
of  pension  under  the  act — that  is,  the  date  of  approval  of  the  act  was 
made  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension.  Upon  appeal  being 
made,  however,  the  action  was  receded  from  and  the  appeal  was  dis- 
missed with  the  understanding  that  the  claim  would  bo  adjudicated 
under  the  general  law.  This  was  done  subsequently,  and  the  pension 
was  commenced  from  the  date  of  filing  the  claim  on  account  of  disa- 
bility from  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart. 

However,  in  fixing  the  rate  of  pension  it  was  placed  at  one-fourth 
the  total  of  his  rank,  or  $7.50  per  month,  from  date  of  filing  claim  to 
date  of  approval  of  at^t,  and  total  thereafter.  Again  appeal  was  made, 
insisting  that  the  rating  should  be  total  for  the  whole  period;  and  said 
appeal  was  sustained  in  a  decision  rendered  March  23,  1891,  it  })eing 
directed  that  the  rating  of  total,  or  $30  per  month,  l)e  allowed  from 
date  of  filing  claim.  In  this  decision  it  was  pointed  out  that  the 
adjudication  of  the  claim  was  under  the  general  law,  based  upon  the 
enabling  clause  of  the  special  act  (before  quoted),  and  this  being  true 
the  rate  of  pension  nmst  be  adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  degree  of 
pensionable  disabilitv  shown;  and,  further,  that  the  evidence  warranted 
the  allowance  of  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  for  the  period  between 
date  of  filing  (*laim  and  date  of  the  special  act  fully  as  nuich  as  it  did 
for  the  period  subse(|uent  to  the  latter  date.  The  claim  wjis  thereu|X)n 
adjudicated  in  accordance  with  said  decision. 

From  the  foregoing  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  issue  in  the  present 
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ca8e  i«  whether  the  adjudication  should  })e  upon  the  same  principle  a-s 
in  the  invalid  claim,  and  the  pension  loe  made  to  commence  from  the 
date  of  the  soldierV  death.  In  other  words,  whether  this  claim  of  the 
widow  should  be  adjudicated  under  the  provisions  of  the  genei*al  laws, 
rejjfarding  her  husband  as  an  officer  in  the  military  ser\'ice  of  the 
l^nitc*d  States,  conformably  with  the  special  act  for  his  i-elief,  and 
extending  to  her  the  benefit  of  the  enabling  clause  in  i-eference  to  the 
prosecution  of  his  claim,  or  whether  she  should  l)e  held  to  the  strict 
terms  of  the  special  act  enacted  in  her  behalf  March  1,  1901  i  If  the 
latter,  then  the  date  of  commencement  as  fixed  in  the  adjuditration  is 
correct,  because  section  4720,  Revised  Statutes,  providers  that  when  a 
pension  is  granted  by  special  act  the  (commencement  thereof  shall  be 
from  the  date  of  the  act,  unless  bv  \U  express  terms  a  diiferent  date  is 
fixed. 

It  can  not  l)e  held,  though,  that  claimant  is  restricted  to  the  pension 
under  the  s|>ecial  a(»t,  provided  she  establishe^s  title  under  the  genenil 
Liw.  In  that  event  she  can  choose  which  pension  she  will  take.  Then, 
the  onl}'^  (|uestion  to  }>e  determined  is  whether  she  is  in  the  same  rela- 
tive position  as  her  husband  in  reference  to  prosecuting  her  claim. 
That  this  must  lie  decided  in  the  affirmative  there  can  be  little  doubt, 
because  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  the  widow  of 
any  person  who  is  entitled  to  pension  under  the  general  law  (sees.  4t>92 
and  4698,  R.  S.)  shall  be  entitled,  in  case  he  dies  of  disability"  con- 
tracted in  serva(»e,  to  receive  the  same  pension  that  he  would  have 
received  had  he  been  totally  disabled.  This  claimant's  hasliand  was 
pensioned  under  the  general  law  for  ccilain  disabilities.  If  the  evi- 
dence shows  he  died  of  said  disabilities  then  she  is  entitled  under  the 
saine  law  to  totjil  pension. 

And  the  fact  that  said  husband  was  not  recognized  as  an  officer  by 
the  War  Depiirtment,  but  wsus  declared  to  be  such  by  the  special  act  of 
Congress,  and  in  like  manner  enabled  to  prosecute  his  claim  as  such 
officer,  can  not  opeimte  to  take  away  anj'  of  claimant's  rights  under  said 
section  4702,  Revised  SUitutes.  The  same .  status  and  privilege  con- 
ferred upon  the  husband  in  the  special  sict  necessarily  remains  and 
inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  claimant  in  the  prosecution  of  her  claim. 
In  short,  when  by  the  act  of  Congress  the  husband  was  declared  an 
officer  of  the  Arm}'  and  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  pension  laws 
upon  showing  that  he  contracted  disability  as  such  officer,  he  can  not  be 
be  rehigated  to  the  statiLs  of  a  civilian  when  his  widow  claims  pension 
by  reason  of  his  death  from  the  disability  he  was  pensioned  for. 

The  special  a(*t  which  conferred  a  status  upon  this  officer  that 
enabled  him  to  claim  pension  as  might  any  other  officer  who  was  i-ecog- 
nized  by  the  War  Department  as  hav^ing  })een  mustered,  is  very  dif- 
ferent from  an  act  which  simply  provides  a  pension  at  a  certain  I'ate 
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without  reference  to  the  military  status  of  the  beneficiary,  and  with- 
out leaving  anything  to  l)e  proved.  In  the  latter  case  the  benefit  is 
individual  and  dies  with  the  person.  In  the  other  the  status  is  con- 
tinuing and  enters  into  every  (*laim  Imsed  upon  the  service  and  disability 
of  the  beneficiar}".  The  declaration  of  Congress  that  a  ceitain  person 
shall  be  recognized  as  an  officer  or  soldier  is  as  high  authority  for  .so 
regarding  him  as  though  he  were  actually  borne  on  the  rolls  and 
recognized  by  the  War  Department.  And  recognition  in  the  one  case 
does  not  cease  with  his  death  any  more  than  in  the  other. 

Upon  the  basis  here  indicated,  then,  this  claimant  has  the  right  to 
have  her  claim  adjudicated  under  the  genei'al  law,  and  the  action  deny- 
ing her  the  privilege  was  error  and  is  reversed.  The  papers  are  here- 
with returned  with  directions  that  the  claim  be  readjudicated  and 
pension  allowed  from  date  of  soldier's  death,  if  his  death  was  a  result 
of  the  disabilities  for  whicrh  he  was  pensioned. 


maiiriaoe— kvidencre— prksitlvrptrons-<'oiiabitati(>n  and  1u5phte. 

Sarah  K.  Manwell  (widow). 

Un<lcr  the  civil  code  of  Oregon,  sm  constnied  in  the  case  of  Murray  r.  Murray 
(6  Or.,  26),  **when  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living 
togetiierand  cohabiting  as  man  and  wife,  and  are  in  the  community  reputed  and 
ret'eived  in  society  as  such,  it  is  sufficient  prima  facia  to  prove  the  marriage  in  a 
civil  action  or  pnx!ee<ling." 

Asf<i,Ht((fif  iSfcraUtt'y  F,  X.  Carnphell  to  tlw  Commini^Hmci'  of  P{i\m<ms^ 

Jmie  29,  IDOL 

On  Ma}^  10,  1897,  claims  for  pension  under  both  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890  (Claim  No.  654489),  were  filed  by 
Sanih  K.  Manwell  as  widow  of  Benjamin  F.  Manwell,  who  was  a  mem- 
ber of  Company  B,  Fourth  Iowa  Infantry,  from  October  15,  1804,  to 
May  81,  1S()5,  and  died  May  26,  1881,  without  having  applied  for 
pension. 

Said  claims  were  rejected  in  January,  1899,  the  former  on  the  ground 
that  service  origin  of  the  soldier's  fatal  disease  is  not  established,  and 
the  latter  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  had  remarried  prior  to  tiling 
of  claim;  and  on  May  22,  1899,  this  appeal  was  filed,  with  the  conten- 
tion that  the  testimony  of  Comrades  Williams  and  Reiteniian  fully 
establishes  incurrence  in  service  of  the  alleged  fatal  disease  of  lungs, 
and  that  the  testimon}^  of  S.  II.  Murray,  Samuel  Donaldson,  Edward 
Manwell,  and  Lillie  J.  Penwell  shows  claimant  has  not  remarried. 

In  view  of  the  claimant's  stated  present  destitute  circumstimces,  her 
appeal  is  taken  up  out  of  its  regular  order  on  the  docket  and  given 
immediate  considenition. 
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As  to  the  former  claim,  there  it*  no  medical  or  record  evidence  as  to 
the  cause  of  death,  nor  as  to  the  exist-ence  in  service  of  dLsca^^  of 
lungs,  the  alleged  caase  of  death,  and  no  medical  treatment  for  disease 
of  lungs  is  shown  to  have  been  had  at  any  time.  The  two  comrades 
mentioned  state  merely  that  the  soldier  caught  cold  while  in  serv'ice, 
had  a  cough,  and  complained  of  his  lungs.  The  testimony  as  to  con- 
tinuance is  equally  meager,  weak,  and  inconclusive:  and  the  evidence, 
on  the  whole,  is  clearly  insufficient  to  establish  that  claim. 

As  to  the  latter  claim,  it  appears  that  claimant  some  time  after  the 
soldier's  death  associated  with  one  S.  S.  Penwell,  who,  on  December 
14,  1891,  as  guardian  of  a  minor  child  of  the  soldier  herein,  filed  a 
claim  for  pension  on  its  behalf  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleg- 
ing therein  that  he  married  said  widow  on  June  1,  1882.  In  a  subse 
quent  affidavit  he  stated  there  was  no  record  of  their  marriage,  and 
that  he  could  not  furnish  the  testimony  of  any  ej'^ewitness  thereof; 
and  he  tiled  instead,  on  February  11,  1892,  a  joint  affidavit  by  two  citi- 
zens of  Medford,  Oreg.,  stating  that  during  the  six  years  of  their 
acquaintance  with  said  widow  and  Penwell,  the  latter  had  cohabited 
ostensibly  and  been  generally  and  universally  recognized  as  husband 
and  wife,  and  that  they,  said  witnesses,  believed  them  to  be  such.  On 
April  24,  1893,  a  joint  affidavit  by  two  others  was  filed,  also  stating 
that  for  eleven  years  past  said  widow  and  Penwell  had  so  cohabited 
and  been  recognized  as  huslmnd  and  wife. 

This  claim  filed  by  said  Penwell  on  behalf  of  said  minor  child  is  yet 
pending  adjudication  in  the  Pension  Bureau. 

The  four  witnesses  referred  to  in  the  appeal,  one  of  whom  is  a 
brother-in-law  of  the  soldier's  widow  and  another  is  her  daughter, 
state  merely  that  she  has  riot  remarried  since  the  soldier's  death,  and 
make  no  specific  reference  to  her  relations  with  said  Penwell.  She 
states  only  that  she  was  never  married  to  him,  but  that  she  kept  house 
for  him  for  a  number  of  years,  their  two  families  living  together. 
He  is  now  dead,  she  saj^s. 

Under  the  statute  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  State  of 
Oregon,  where  these  parties  resided,  reputation  and  long  cohabitation 
are  considered  sufficient  to  establish  prima  facie  a  marriage  between 
parties  so  cohabiting. 

The  Oregon  civil  code  of  1872,  Title  VII  on  evidenc<e,  paragraph 
766,  contains  a  list  of  ""disputable  presumptions,"  which  are  declared 
therein  to  l)e  '•'satisfactory  unless  overcome;"  section  30  of  said  list 
being  "  that  a  man  and  woman  deporting  themselves  as  husband  and 
wife  have  entered  into  a  lawful  contract  of  marriage." 

And  the  supreme  court  of  Oregon  in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  Murray 
(6  Or.,  26),  a  suit  to  secure  reissue  to  the  complainant,  as  the  lawful 
wife  and  widow,  of  a  land  patent  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently 
obtained  l)y  and  issued  to  the  defendant  as  such  wife,  held,  citing  the 
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above  .section  of  the  Oregon  civil  code  and  Bishop  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  pages  436,  438,  and  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  page  401, 
that— 

When  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living  together  and 
cohabiting  as  man  and  wife  and  are  in  the  community  reputed  and  received  in 
society  as  such,  it  is  sufficient  prima  facie  to  prove  the  marriage  in  a  civil  action  or 
proceeding. 

The  facts  that  said  Penwell  alleged  a  certain  date  of  marriage,  and 
-that  said  widow  made  no  mention  whatever  of  any  such  marriage,  and 
did  not  file  any  claim  denying  it  until  apparently  after  said  PenwelPs 
death,  are  significant.  The  evidence  filed  by  the  former  in  support  of 
his  allegation  of  a  marriage,  as  well  as  that  filed  by  said  widow  in 
denial  of  a  marriage  between  them,  is  very  meager  and  inconclusive. 

It  is  therefore  deemed  advisable  that  this  important  (juestion  of  the 
relations  existing  between  said  Penwell  and  said  widow  be  thoroughly 
investigated,  and  that  the  claims  be  submitted  for  special  examination 
upon  that  point,  and  to  ascertain  particularly  whether  there  was  'a 
ceremonial  marriage  or  not.  The  papers  are  returned  accordingly, 
with  directionj?  for  such  special  examination,  and  on  their  retransmit- 
tal  with  your  report,  upon  conclusion  of  such  readjudication,  the  appeal 
will  be  further  considered. 


attokneys-material  service-declarations-increase. 

Alfred  Carpenter  (claimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

Where  two  declarations  for  straight  increase  are  filed  in  behalf  of  a  pensioner,  they 
do  n(jt  constitute  the  basis  of  different  claims,  unless  a  medical  examination  was 
hel<l  between  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  filed,  or  unless  the  claim 
based  on  the  first  declaration  is  disposed  of  without  holding  a  medical  examina- 
tion, »n  1  thereafter  a  second  declaration  is  filed;  with  these  excei>ti()ns  declara- 
tions for  increase  filed  subsequently  to  the  first  until  a  medical  examination  is 
held  are  but  duplicates  of  the  first  declaration  and  the  filing  thereof  is  not 
material  service. 

AssUtiuit  Secretaiy  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Voramissiorur  of  Penslon^^ 

Ju7\s  29,  1901, 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  May  24,  1901, 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
on  the  i^sue  of  May  2, 1900,  in  the  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Alfred  Carpenter,  who  serv  ed  in  Com- 
pany H,  Third  West  Virginia  Volunteer  Cavalry. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  Juno  27, 1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  when  in  his  behalf,  July  7,  1897,  Messrs. 
Taber  &  Whitman,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  filed  a  declaration  for 
increase  of  pension  under  said  act.  r^^^^T^ 
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Tho  ap]iellanb4  iiled  another  doi'laration  for  incresise  of  pension 
under  the  at^t  of  June  27,  1890,  in  l)chalf  of  the  soldier,  on  October 
28,  1W)7. 

A  medical  examination  ordertnl  on  March  30,  18t)S,  throujrh  Messrs. 
Taher  &  Whitman,  was  held  on  April  20,  181>8.  Another  medical 
examination  (which  was  not  ordeixnl  through  an  attorney)  was  held 
Autrust  2,  181«). 

Certificate  issued  May  2,  llHM),  to  allow  increase  of  |)ension  at  ^12 
per  month  from  Auj^ust  2,  ISUl),  date  of  holding  the  lai^t-mentioniNl 
medical  examination.  On  said  issue  a  fee  of  |2  was  paid  to  ap[>elbint.s. 
They  have  i-efunded  the  fee,  under  protest,  in  favor  of  Messrs.  Talx^r 
&  Whitman;  hence  this  appeal. 

Appellants  are  denied  a  fee  u|K>n  the  ground,  in  substance,  that  they 
did  not  jxu'form  any  material  serviire  in  the  claim.  Apj^^llants  argue 
that  there  were  j>euding  two  claims  for  increase,  one  of  which  wjis 
prosecuted  by  Taber  &  Whitman  and  the  other  by  them;  that  the 
latter  was  allowed,  and  therefore  they  earned  the  fee.  They  cont-i^id 
that  two  claims  for  increjusc  ain  hv  pending  at  the  same  time,  and  cite 
in  supiK>rt  of  this  proposition  the  following  c!ase«:  Robins  E.  IkilHx>ck 
(7  r.  D.,  2S5),  Jacob  C.  Spires,  dated  April  21,  1898  (81  Fee  P.  L. 
Bk.,480). 

Certainly  the  wise  of  Robins  E.  BaTx-ock,  supra,  is  not  in  point. 
The  case  of  Spires,  supra,  corresponds  in  all  essential  particulars  with 
the  case  of  Edward  H.  Teeter,  decided  June  12, 1895,  cited  in  the  case 
of  William  Boate  (9  P.  D.,  275).  Where  two  declarations  for  straight 
increase  are  filed  in  behalf  of  a  jK^^nsioner  they  are  not  considered  as 
the  basis  of  different  claims  unless  a  medical  exaiuination  is  held 
between  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  tiled,  or  unless  the 
claim  based  on  the  first  declaration  is  disposed  of  without  holding  a 
medical  examination,  and  thereafter  a  second  declaration  for  increase 
is  filed.  With  these  exceptions  declarations  for  increase  filed  subse- 
quently to  the  first,  until  a  medical  examinaticm  is  held,  are  but 
duplicates  of  the  first  declaration. 

Where,  in  a  claim  for  a  straight  increase,  a  declaration  is  filed  and  a 
medical  examination  has  been  held  the  claim  is  complet(\  Frequently 
more  than  one  completed  claim  for  stmight  increase  are  pending  in 
})ehalf  of  a  claimant  at  the  same  time,  awaiting  action  by  the  Bureau. 
In  such  instiinces  no  conflict  arises  as  to  the  rights  of  attorneys  in  the 
several  claims,  as  a  fee  is  certified  in  each  case  that  is  allow^ed  to  the 
respective  attorney  of  record.  Likewise  there  may  be  pending  a  claim 
for  straight  increase  that  is  complete  and  one  that  is  not,  both  in  behalf 
of  the  same  claimant.  But  in  no  instance  can  there  be  simultaneously 
pending  in  behalf  of  the  same  claimant  two  incompleU^  claims  for 
straight  increase.  For,  as  has  been  shown,  the  several  declarations 
tiled  prior  to  a  medical  examination  constitute  the  l>asis  of  one  claim 
only,  with  the  exception  noted.     So  while  it  is  true  that  two  claims 
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for  increane  in  behalf  of  a  penHioncr  can  be  pending  at  the  same  time, 
theve  was  only  one  claim  pending  in  this  case. 

It  appeal's  that  the  claim  was  filed  July  7,  1897,  by  Messrs.  Taber 
&  Whitman.  Before  any  medical  examination  was  held  the  appellants 
filed  another  declanition  for  increase.  Under  the  decisions  of  this 
Department  the  second  declaration  is  a  duplicate  of  the  first,  and  the 
iiling  thereof  was  not  material  service;  in  fact,  appellants  did  not  per- 
fonn  any  material  service  in  the  claim. 

Appellants  also  submit  that  the  filing  of  a  new  declaration  by  them 
constituted  the  abandonment  of  the  claim  filed  through  Messrs.  Taber 
&  Whitman.  The  Department  never  has  held  that  the  filing  of  a  new 
declaration  for  increase  constituted  the  abandonment  of  a  claim  for 
increase  based  on  a  prior  declaration.  All  decisions  of  this  Depart- 
ment are  in  strict  conformity  with  the  rule  approved  in  this  case,  that 
the  filing  of  a  new  declaration  in  an  incomplete  claim  for  increase  is 
but  a  duplicate  of  the  original  declai'ation  in  such  incomplete  claim,  and 
that  the  filing  of  such  duplicate  declaration  is  not  material  service  and 
can  not  entitle  an  attorney  to  a  fee. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the  appellants  a  fee  is  afiirmed 
upon  the  ground  assigned. 


commencement-act  june  37,  1890-minor»s  pension. 
Minors  of  Simeon  W.  Dare. 

1.  The  construction  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  under  which  a  minor's  pension  is  made 

to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  therefor,  in  a  case  in  which 
tliere  was  a  prior  widow  pensioner  who  has  died  or  remarried,  is  adhered  to. 

2.  The  application,  filed  in  Octol>er,  1895,  which  was  rejected  as  an  application  under 

the  general  law,  is  held  to  have  txjen  an  application  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  the  date  of  filing  said  application  is  the  correct  date  of  commencement 
of  the  minor's  pension. 

A^l«tn7it  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  U)  tfie  ConimisHloiuir  of  PermioiiH^ 

June  '29,  1901, 

Adolphus  D.  Puckett,  as  guardian  of  William  G.  and  Clydia  Dai'e, 
minor  children  of  Simeon  W.  Dare,  formerly  a  sergeant  in  Company 
F,  Fifty -sixth  Illinois  Infantry,  filed,  on  January  20,  1897,  an  appli- 
cation for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  allowed 
in  January,  1898,  the  pension  being  made  to  commence  from  the  date 
of  tiling  said  application.  A  prior  application,  tiled  on  October  31, 
1895,  by  Mary  A.  Allen,  as  guardian  of  the  minors,  was  treated  by 
your  Bureau  as  an  application  under  the  old  or  "general  law,"  and 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  was  not  a  result  of  his 
military  service.  An  appeal  was  tiled  April  12,  1898,  in  which  it  is 
contended  that  the  application  tiled  on  October  31,  1895,  was  intended 
as  an  applic>ation  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  pension 
should  have  been  allowed  from  the  date  of  tiling  said  application,  ^if 
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not  from  the  date  of  remarria^  of  the  mother,  who  was  the  foi-mer 
guardian.'' 

The  ^*eeondary  eontention,  or  suggention  (for  no  arg-ument  is  ad\^nt'4Ki 
in  support  of  it),  that  the  pension  might  have  been  allowed  to  vi>m- 
menee  from  the  date  of  the  remarriage  of  the  mother  and  former 
guardian  of  the  minors  requires  brief  notice. 

The  mother  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  the 
rate  of  1^8  per  month,  commencing  from  July  3,  181K),  with  #2  per 
month  additional  for  each  of  four  minor  children.  She  remarried  on 
Noveml>er  15,  1891,  and  her  pension  then  terminated.  One  of  the 
minors  attained  the  age  of  lf>  years  prior  to  the  mother's  remarriage; 
another  became  !♦>  on  July  13, 1894;  application  was  made  on  behalf 
of  the  other  two  by  the  mother,  as  guardian,  on  October  31,  1895,  as 
heretofoiv  stated. 

The  question  as  to  the  date  at  which  the  minors'  {jension  in  sm-h  a 
case  should  lK»gin  has  been  the  subject  of  frequent  and  careful  con- 
sideration by  the  Department.  It  was  held  by  Assistant  Secretary 
Bussey,  in  an  opinion  delivered  September  12,  1892,  that  in  <?ase  of 
the  death  or  remarriage  of  a  widow  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  the  minors'  pension  would  begin  from  the  date  of  the  widow's 
death  or  remarriage,  and  this  "by  operation  of  law,  whether  at  that 
date  a  formal  application  be  made  therefor  or  not,"  but  that  in  case 
the  soldier  died  leaving  no  widow,  but  leaving  a  child  or  childn^n 
under  16  years  of  age,  the  pension  to  such  child  or  children  could  only 
commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  therefor.  (A.  P. 
Alexander,  (>  P.  D.,  40.)  A  contrary  view  was  taken  b}-  Assistant 
Secretary  Reynolds,  who  held  that  all  pensions  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  application  therefor, 
after  the  passage  of  the  ac*t,  and  in  the  case  of  minors  after  the  death  or 
remarriage  of  the  widow.  (Timothy  L.  Carley,  7  P.  D.,  12;  minor  of 
Ernst  Rieckoff,  8  P.  D.,  324;  Mary  E.  Bronoel,  8  P.  D.,  387;  minor 
of  George  W.  Good,  8  P.  D.,  407.) 

The  latter  view  has  since  prevailed,  and  was  reaffinncd  by  Assistunt 
Secretary  Davis  in  the  case  of  the  minors  of  David  S.  Shan^r  (9  P.  D., 
189),  in  language  as  follows: 

It  can  not  V)e  (denied  that  the  law  is  somewhat  ambiKUoue.  It  nowhere,  in 
exprew  terniH,  makes  proviwon  for  a  minor's  pension  .as  such.  It  prescribes  the 
conditions  upon  which  a  widow  may  receive  pension,  and  then  decUres  that  in  case 
of  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  **8uch  pension  "  shall  be  ymd  to  the  soldier's 
child  or  children  under  the  age  of  16  years. 

It  might  l>e  argued,  from  the  language,  that  the  intent  was  not  to  make  a  separate 
grant  of  j^ension  to  the  minor  or  minors,  but  to  simply  continue  the  pension  which 
had  formerly  lieen  [)aid  to  the  widow  and  pay  the  same  to  the  minor  child  or  chil- 
dren until  the  age  of  10. 

The  more  reasonable  view,  it  appears  to  me,  is  to  hold  that  the  intent  was  (as  in 
the  old  law)  to  luake  provision  for  two  distinct  classes  of  pensiions,  vix,  widows'  pen- 
ejpns  ftnd  winors'  i>en8ion8.     The  Department,  in  fact,  adopted  t^is  view  when  it 
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held  that  said  section  authorized  the  allowance  of  pension  to  niinora  in  ca^es  in 
which  the  soldier  left  no  widow. 

As  the  act  does  not  grant  pension  to  minors  in  express  terms,  but  <jnly  by  impli- 
cation, it  makes  no  express  provision  for  the  commencement  of  Huch  pension;  but 
inasmuch  as  all  other  classes  of  pensions  provided  for  by  said  ac^t  are  made  to  com- 
mence from  **the  date  of  application  therefor,  after  the  X)as8age  of  the  act,"  and  there 
is  nowhere  manifest  an  intent  to  establish  a  different  date  of  commencement  for 
minors*  i)ensions,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  same  rule  was  intende<l  to  apply  to 
them.  This  has  been  the  rule  in  cases  where  no  widow  survived  the  soldier,  and  I 
can  sec  no  good  reason  why  it  should  not  also  be  the  rule  in  (»ses  where  there  was 
a  widow.  The  minors  are  required  to  make  an  application  in  the  latter  class  of 
cases  as  well  as  in  the  former.  Their  application  is  not  for  a  continuance  of  the 
widow's  i>ension,  but  for  an  original  grant  to  them  of  a  minor's  pension;  and  in  sup- 
port, of  such  application  they  must  furnish  pnjof  that  the  widow's  title  is  extinct. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  your  opinion  as  to  the  date  at  which 
the  minor's  jHjnsion  in  this  case  should  have  begun,  but  hold  that,  in  that  respect, 
the  adjudication  was  correct. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  construction  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
whereby  minoi's'  pensions  thereunder  are  made  to  commence,  in  all 
cases,  from  the  date  of  filing  application  therefor,  has  now  obtained 
uninterruptedly  for  nearly  seven  years.  As  to  the  effect  of  such 
action,  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  (sec.  309)  says: 

The  practical  construction  given  to  a  doubtful  statute  by  the  public  officers  of  the 
State,  and  acted  upon  by  the  people  thereof,  is  to  be  considered;  it  is,  perhaps,  deci- 
sive in  case  of  doubt.  This  is  similar  in  effect  to  a  course  of  judicial  decisions.  The 
l^islature  is  presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  such  construction,  and  after  long  continu- 
ance, without  any  legislation  evincing  its  dissent,  courts  will  consider  themselves 
warranted  in  adopting  that  construction.  Contemporary  construction,  and  official 
usage  for  a  long  period  by  the  persons  charged  with  the  administration  of  the  law, 
are  among  the  legitimate  aids  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes. 

The  fact  that  Congress  has  recently  had  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
under  considei*ation  with  a  view  to  amending  it  in  those  particulars  in 
which  its  administration  had  been  found  to  work  hardship  or  injustice, 
and  that  no  amendment  was  made  to  that  part  relating  to  minors'  pen- 
sions, is  not  without  significance  in  this  connection.  The  appellant  has 
advanced  no  reason  why  an  intei-pretation  of  a  doubtful  statute  which 
has  prevailed  so  long,  under  which  so  many  cases  have  been  adjudi- 
cated, and  which  has  received  the  tacit  assent  of  the  law-making 
power,  should  be  disturbed. 

Recurring  to  the  main  contention  of  the  appeal,  that  the  pension 
should  have  been  allowed  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  a  former 
application,  I  find  that  the  application  referred  to  was  in  the  following 
language: 

DECLARATION    FOR  PENSION   OR  FOR  INCREASE  OF   PENSION   OF 
CHILDREN  UNDER  SIXTEEN  YEARS  OF  AGE. 

State  ok  Illinois,  County  of  Jeffermn^  m: 

On  this  14th  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1891,  jHirsonally  appeared  liefore  me,  a  notary 
public  of  the  city  of  Mount  Vernon,  within  and  for  the  county  and  State  aforesaid, 
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Mr>^.  Mary  A.  Allen,  >;uanliaii  of  Ijawreiuv  I).,  William (i.,  and  C-ly<liaDari> — niinon*of 
Sinu^in  W.  Dare,  d(M*ea.Me<l — a  renident  <»f  MK'lelland  Town,  coiuity  of  Jefferscin, 
Stati*  of  Illinois,  ajit^l  S,  10,  an<l  VA  years,  resiKM'tively,  who,  l)ein^  duly  swoni  aifi>nl- 
inj;  to  law,  makes  the  f<»llowinjf  <leelaration  in  order  t*)  ol)tain  the  iK»nsion  pn)vided 
by  art  «if  Conjrn^s  for  <'hildn.*n  imder  16  years  of  age:  That  they  are  the  legitimate 
L-hiMren  of  SimtN)n  W.  Dare,  ileeease*!,  who  enlietetl  under  the  name  of  Siint^m  W. 
I>are  at  Maee<ionia,  111.,  on  the  15th  day  of  Noveml)er,  A.  D.  1861,  in  Onnijany  E 
of  the  Fifty-sixth  Ilegiment  Illinoin  Infantry  Volunteers,  in  the  war  of  1861-1865, 
who  ditnl  of  complit^tirMi  of  disc^ai^es — kidney  and  t^tomach  chiefly — at  Jefferson 
County,  111.,  on  the  21)th  day  of  May,  A.  I).  1885,  and  who  l)ore  at  the  time  of  his 
death  the  rank  of  sergeant,  out  of  serviee;  that  he  left  a  widow  survi\nng,  Mary  A. 
Dan',  who,  on  Noveml)er  15,  1891,  remarried  to  one  Charles  R.  Allen,  at  Jeffeiy^on 
County,  111.;  that  the  alH)ve-named  are  the  only  surviving  legitimate  children  of 
Simeon  W.  Dare  who  were  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  remarriage*  of  the 
wi<l<»w,  who  drew  {>ensi(m  to  date  of  remarriage;  that  said  children  were  the  issue  of 
soMier,  as  follows,  the  <iate8  of  their  birth  l)eing  a^  hereinafter  stated: 

l^wrence  D.,  of  soldier,  l)y  Mary  A.,  l)om  July  14,  1878. 

Wilham  (4.,  of  s<jldier,  l)y  Mar>'  A.,  Ijom  April  10,  1881. 

Clydia,  of  soldier,  ])y  Mary  A.,  l>om  November  20,  1883. 

That  the  mother  waa  married  under  the  name  of  Mary  A.  Carroll  to  Siuie<»u  W. 
Dare,  there  l>eing  no  It^^l  barrier  to  such  marriage;  that  the  sai<l  children  have  not 
aided  or  al>etteil  the  n*l)ellion;  and  that  a  prior  application  has  >K^n  file<l  by  hen^lf 
(now  applying  as  guardian)  on  which  she  was  f^nsioneil,  certificate  No.  279,505;  that 
<kH!larant  hereby  apiK:>intH,  with  full  iKjwxr  of  sul)stitution  an<l  revocation,  James  M. 
Pace,  of  Mount  Vernon,  111.,  her  attorney  to  prosecute  the  alxne  (;laim;  that  her 
post-oflicv  address  is  Mount  A'emon,  111.  She  retiueete  application  of  testimony  filed 
in  her  claim,  No.  329,172,  on  which  said  certificate  No.  279,509  was  issued  to  her  as 
widow,  in  this  case. 

M.VKV  A.  Allex,  Gtjuirdiau, 

C.  R.  Allex. 

J.  A.  C.\RKOLL. 

One  of  the  prerequisites  in  a  de<;laration  for  {tension  under  the  g^n- 
eral  law  is  an  allegation  that  soldier  died  by  reason  of  his  military 
service.  Attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  this  declamtion  makes 
no  allegation  to  that  effect,  either  directly  or  inferentially,  and  that, 
further,  the  declaration  refers  in  express  terms  to  a  j^nsion  already 
granted  to  the  said  guardian,  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier,  said  pension 
being  granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  And  still  fui-ther,  the 
said  application  recjuests,  also  in  express  terms,  that  testimon}'  filed 
under  the  application  under  which  she  was  granted  said  pension  (ai*t 
of  June  27,  1890)  should  be  considered  in  the  said  guardian's  claim. 
The  absence  of  an  averment  as  to  service  origin  of  death  cause,  and  the 
references  to  the  pension  granted  the  widow  under  the  at^t  of  June  27, 
1890,  would  appear  to  be  amply  sufficient  to  have  warranted  an  adjudi- 
cation of  the  claim  filed  by  the  guardian  as  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  Looking  at  it,  however,  in  the  most  unfavorable  light,  iis  far 
as  the  minors  are  concerned,  the  application  is  couched  in  such  terms 
as  would  certainlyraise  a  strong  doubt  as  tx)  whether  it  was  intended 
as  a  declaration  under  the  general  law;  such  being  true  it  became  the 
unquestioned  duty  of  those  charged  with  the  adjudication  of  the  claim 
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to  satisfy  tliciiiselveb  as  to  the  true  intent  of  the  guardian  in  the 
preniis(»s. 

Again,  as  })oing  somewhat  indicative  of  the  intent  of  the  declaration 
in  question,  it  may  })e  remarked  that  this  guardian  did,  as  widow  of 
said  soldier,  tile  a  claim  under  the  general  law  on  July  24,  1S85,  said 
claim  })eing  rejected  on  April  10,  188(>,  on  the  ground  that  the  death 
of  the  soldier  was  not  shown  to  have  been  due  to  his  military  service. 
In  a  case  similar  to  the  one  under  consideration  1  held  it  to  be — 

*  *  *  more  reasonable  to  as»uiue,  in  tlie  event  that  the  declaration  was  ques- 
tionable liH  to  what  law  it  clainiecl  under,  that  it  was  intended  to  claim  under  the 
law  under  which  a  favorable  tid judication  haw  aln»ady  bt^en  had,  rather  than  to  claim 
under  a  law  umier  which  a  claim,  involving  the  same  issues,  had  been  rejected. 
(W.  S.  McDonald,  as  jjuanlian  of  minors  of  William  A.  McCoy,  Docket  No.  43045.) 

I  l)elieve  such  a  pro|3osition  to  l)e  sound,  and  in  the  within  cHse 
there  is,  iis  seen,  much  reason  to  l)elieve,  from  the  express  terms  of 
the  declaration,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  one  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  \s\H).  I  again  hold,  by  reason  of  the  premises  herein,  the  same  a« 
I  did  in  the  McDonald  case,  supra,  that — 

*  *  *  in  the  event  of  the  natures  of  the  declaration  in  (juestion  iR^inj?  oljtK'ure  or 
ambi^nious,  the  inttmtof  the  declaration  should  Ixi  settled  l)efore  adjudication. 

It  appe^irs  by  reason  of  the  foregoing  that  the  first  contention  of  the 
api)eal  is  well  taken,  and  the  adjudication  of  the  claim  in  question,  by 
treating  the  application  thereunder  as  one  under  the  general  law,  is 
revoked  and  set  aside,  and  3'ou  will  reopen  the  case  and  adjudicate  it 
upon  the  holding  that  the  application  tiled  on  October  31,  1895,  by 
Mary  A.  Allen,  as  guardian,  was  an  application  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 


SEUVICE— AC  T  JUNE  «7,  1 8 JH>- ABSENCE. 

John  R.  Trout. 

Ah  the  claimant  wa^  with  hin  command  only  a  week  or  two  and  then  went  home 
and  remairu^l  there  until  the  company  was  aljout  to  l)e  muHtere<l  out,  bin  place 
in  the  rankH  iK'inj?,  in  the  meantime,  taken  by  another  man  who  answered  to 
his  name  at  roll  call,  it  not  l)eing  shown  that  he  re<reived  a  sick  furlough  as 
allege<l,  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
18(K),  and  was  not  entltknl  to  i)enfiion  thereunder. 

Ax^sl,sfiint   Sccrt^tanj  J^\  L,  (riimjjhrll  to  the  Voniiahloiur  of  PenmoTifi^ 

June  20,  190L 

The  appellant,  John  R.  Trout,  sometime  a  soldier  in  Company  K, 
Fifty-fifth  Indiana  Infantry,  was,  in  May,  1891,  granted  a  pension  of 
♦12  per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  In  November,  1898, 
after  a  special  examination,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension 
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roll  on  tho  ground  that  he  did  not  render  ninet}*  days'  a<^^tiial  military 
service.     From  that  action  he  appealed  January  31,  IH^J, 

The  i-eeords  of  the  War  Department  merely  show  that  John  R. 
Trout,  of  Company  K,  Fifty -fifth  Indiana  Infantry,  was  enrolled  July 
25,  1SG2,  and  mustered  out  October  28,  1862,  and  that  during  the 
period  intervening  between  those  dates  he  was  reported  present  on  all 
rolls. 

From  evidence  procured  b}'  special  examination  in  June,  1898,  it 
appeal's  that  about  a  week  or  two  after  his  enlistment  the  appellant 
left  his  company  and  went  home  and  that  he  remained  there  until  the 
comjmny  was  about  to  be  mustered  out,  his  place  in  the  ranks,  in  the 
meantime,  being  taken  by  one  Edwin  Ferguson,  who  answered  to  his 
name  at  roll  call  and  served  in  his  stead. 

As  to  these  facts  there  is  no  dispute,  but  the  evidence  discloses  some 
discrepancies  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  substitution 
was  made.  The  claimant  says  he  was  sent  home  on  sick  furlough, 
and  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  any  armngement  whereby  another  man 
was  permitted  to  serve  in  his  place  He  admits,  however,  that  he 
understood  that  one  Eidwin  Ferguson  answered  to  his  name  at  roll 
call  and  drew  a  part  of  his  pay.     Ferguson  says: 

About  one  we»ek  after  Comi)any  K  went  to  Indianapolis  I  went  to  Imlianapolis. 
*  *  *  When  I  reached  the  dei)ot  at  Indianapolis  I  met  John  R.  Trout,  a  nephew 
of  mine,  wh(»  had  enlintefl  in  Company  K.  Said  Trout  was  sick.  I  told  hira  to  go 
to  sec  Captain  layman  and  if  he  was  willing;  I  would  take  his  (TroutV)  pla<*e.  He 
saw  the  captain  and  started  home  the  same  day.  I  went  to  camp  and  ser\'ed,  as  I 
understood  it,  in  Trout's  place.  In  a  few  days  after  I  joined  the  company  I  went 
with  the  company  to  Kentucky.  No;  Trout  did  not  go.  We  were  down  there 
about  four  weeks,  then  back  to  Indianapolis  a  week  or  so.  The  company  then  went 
to  Jeffersonville,  Ind.,  to  guard  bridges.  I  did  not  go;  Htaye<l  alxjut  Indianai)olis 
and  went  home  to  Cloverdale  one  week.  1  went  back  to  Indianapolis  and  was  there 
when  the  company  was  mustered  out.  I  went  there  and  the  captain  tol<l  me  to 
answer  to  Trout's  name.  The  officer  (name  unknown)  said  to  wait  a  few  da>-8  till 
those  who  were  home  sick  came  and  all  would  be  mustere<l  out  at  once.  Trout  waa 
sent  for  and  he  crame  and  was  mustered  out.  I  was  near  hy  at  the  time.  The  cap- 
tain had  the  pay.     He  gave  me  part  of  it  and  he  gave  Trout  some. 

Captain  Layman,  referred  to  in  the  above  statement,  testified  that 
he  remembered  John  R.  Trout,  but  had  no  re<;ollection  of  his  being 
sick  or  disabled  in  any  way  while  in  camp  at  Indianapolis,  or  of  his 
going  home  and  his  place  being  taken  by  another  man.  Hearing  the 
sworn  statement  of  Edwin  Ferguson  did  not  refresh  his  memory  as  to 
the  alleged  facts. 

The  appellant's  attorney  has  submitted  an  argument  in  support  of 
the  appeal  in  which  he  presents  a  number  of  hypothetical  (»se8  to  show 
that  the  service  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  not  nec- 
essarily active  service  in  field  or  in  camp,  but  that  it  includes  time 
spent  in  hospital  and  at  home  on  sick  furlough.  There  will  be  no 
dissent  from  this  as  a  general  proposition,  but  it  does  not  fit  the  facts 
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in  this  case.  The  appellant  was  not  in  hospital  aod  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  he  received  a  sick  furlough.  Sick  furloughs  were  limited 
as  to  time  and  if  a  soldier  was  not  able  to  report  at  the  expiration  of 
his  furlough  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  have  it  extended  by  proper 
authority  or  be  considered  as  absent  without  leave.  It  is  not  con- 
tended that  this  soldier  received  any  extension  of  furlough  after  leav- 
ing the  company,  although  he  was  at  home,  according  to  his  own 
statement,  about  eighty-two  days  out  of  the  ninety -six  that  elapsed 
between  his  enlistment  and  his  discharge. 

Again,  a  soldier  on  sick  furlough  was  not  required  to  furnish  a  sub- 
stitute, and  did  not  lose  his  pay  for  the  time  he  was  absent;  so  that 
the  very  fact  that  the  appellant  did  have  a  substitute  who,  as  he  says, 
received  a  part  of  his  pay,  tends  strongly  to  show  that  he  was  not  f ur- 
ioughed  on  account  of  sickness,  but  that  he  went  home,  either  without 
the  knowledge  of  his  officers  or  pursuant  to  some  such  arrangement 
as  that  suggested  by  the  testimony  of  Ferguson — an  arrangement 
which  was  clearly  irregular  and  unwarranted  by  military  regulations. 

It  is  believed  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contemplates  an  actual 
service  of  at  least  ninety  days  in  the  sense  that  the  soldier  or  sailor 
beneficiary  must  have  been  for  that  length  of  time  either  performing 
military  duty,  or  in  hospital,  or  on  sick  furlough,  or  held  as  a  prisoner 
by  the  enem\'.  The  language  of  the  act  is:  "All  persons  who  served 
ninety  days  or  more,"  etc.  It  would  seem  to  be  unnecessary  to  argue 
that  a  man  voluntarily  absent  from  his  command  without  leave,  or 
with  leave  for  purposes  of  his  own  business  or  pleasure,  was  not  serv- 
ing his  country  during  the  time  of  such  absence. 

Upon  the  facts  shown  in  evidence  in  this  case,  the  appellant  has  no 
title  to  pension  and  his  name  is  properly  dropped  from  the  roll.  The 
action  is  affirmed. 


evidence— weight  of  evidence-presumption  of  prior  service. 
Johanna  Dobgan  (widow). 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  on  the  ground  of  claimant's  inability  to  prove  that  the 
Holdier  was  not  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  prior  or 
subtiequent  to  the  term  of  service  on  which  said  claim  is  based,  when  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  and  reasonable  inference  from  known  facts  are  against 
the  proljability  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  service  at  any  other  time  than  as 
stated,  was  error,  as  the  claimant  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  any  remaining 
doubt  on  that  point. 

Assista7it  SecreUiry  F.  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Penmms^ 

July  10,  1901. 

Johanna  Dorgan  filed  on  July  30, 1892,  a  claim  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  Peter  Dorgan,  who  served  from 
November  27,  1861,  to  September  7, 1863,  as  a  private  in  Gc^mpanv  B, 
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Seventy -eighth  New  York  Infantry.  Her  eiaini  was  rejected  by  the 
Pension  Bureau  in  January,  IJWil,  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  not 
shown  to  Ih>  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  Peter  Dor^n,  and  upon 
the  additional  ground  that  said  soldier  was  not  shown  to  lie  dead.  An 
apix'iil  was  taken,  and,  on  Mareh  11, 11H)1,  the  I)<»j>ai-tment  i-evei-s4*d  the 
action  as  to  l»oth  of  the  i^rounds  stated,  and  dire(*ted  that  the  elaini 
l)e  readjudieated.  On  .lune  lo,  IJIOI,  it  was  r(^djudi«ited  and  aifiiln 
rejeet<Hl  - 

*  *  *  On  th€»  )n^un<l  tliat  there  is  no  satisfactr^ry  evidence  in  the  case  tliat  the 
Holdier  was  not  in  the  naval  or  military  flervioe  of  the  rnit4Hl  States  iiovemment 
during  the  war  of  the  reU'lli<»n  prior  to  Noveml)er  27,  1861,  or  siilieequent  t«.i  Si»j>- 
tendier  7,  ISH^i,  an<l  the  elaimant  has  <let«lare<l  her  inability  to  furnish  natne. 

From  that  action  an  appeiU  was  taken  June  IJ*,  1901,  the  contention 
lH*inji^  that  the  jifround  assij^ned  is  insufficient  to  warmnt  the  rejection 
of  the  claim. 

The  claimant  has  given  f^ocxl  and  sufficient  reasons  why  she  can  not 
furnish  iM)sitive  evidence  that  the  soldier  was  not  in  the  military  or 
naval  servi<*e  of  the  United  States  otherwise  than  as  stilted.  She  w:ts 
not  married  to  him  until  1873;  the  marriage  occurred  in  Ireland:  she 
did  not  come  to  this  country  until  ISSO;  consequently  she  d(H\s  not 
know  of  an}'  persons  who  knew  him  during  his  residence  here  prior  to 
November,  lS(;i,  or  l)etween  September  7,  I8t)3,  and  the  date  of  his 
return  to  Ireland.  She  declares  that,  to  the  best  of  her  knowledge, 
his  only  enlistment  was  in  Company  B,  Seventy -eighth  New  York 
Infantry,  and  submits,  as  the  best  ol>tainable  evidence  on  that  point,  the 
affidavit  of  the  soldier's  son  (f»y  a  prior  marriage),  who  sweai-s  that  his 
father  enlisted  but  once,  and  was  not  in  the  military  or  naval  service 
prior  to  November,  18<>1,  or  subsequent  to  Septemlier,  1863.  This 
affiant  was  al>out  tive  years  old  in  1861,  and  aliout  nine  when  the  war 
closed. 

The  soldier  tiled  two  declamtions  for  pension  on  account  of  dis- 
ability incurred  while  serving  in  Company  B,  Seventy -eighth  New 
York  Infantry— one  on  Septemf)er  18,  1863,  and  the  other  on  Novem- 
ber 5,  1875  -but  in  neither  of  them  did  he  make  any  statement  as  to 
prior  or  subse(|uent  service.  There  appear  to  }>c  no  reasons  for  sup- 
posing that  he  was  in  the  service  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  dates 
named,  except  tliose  stated  by  a  reviewer,  in  a  slip  attached  to  the 
'"  l)rief,"  as  follows: 

Soldier  wiw  <U«?har^i*<l  September  7,  1S63;  applie<l  for  i>enHion  SeptemjH'r  18, 
I8(>;{;  wan  examined  May  2.S,  18()4;  ami  had  a  retM)rd  for  allegtnl  disability.  The 
claim  Yian  established,  and  yet  he  failtnl  to  further  prosecute,  and  never  drew  iHMision. 
There  were  still  <)p|K)rtunitie8  for  enlistment,  and  hi^h  bounties  were  then  prevalent 
and  a  ^reat  incentive.  In  fact  all  the  circumstances  iM)int  to  the  prot)ability  of  reeu- 
listment  one  or  more  times.  In  fa<'t,  he  may  have  In^en  a  successful  l)ounty  jumj^er. 
At  least,  soon  after,  he  was  able  to  make  a  trip  to  Ireland,  and  had  some  money  for 
which,  it  is  evident,  claimant  married  him. 
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The  soldier  did  not  make  the  trip  to  Ireland  until  1871  or  1872. 
(See  the  testimony  of  his  son.)  It  requires  considerable  ingenuity  to 
find,  in  the  fact  that  he  had  ''  some  money"  at  that  time,  confirmation 
of  the  theory  that  he  reen listed  one  or  more  times  for  Iwunty  between 
September,  1863,  and  the  close  of  the  war. 

His  claim  for  pension  was  not  allowed  in  1864,  and  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  "established"  under  the  rules  then  prevailing  in  the 
Pension  Bureau.  (See  indorsements  on  the  old  "jacket,"  as  to  calls 
for  evidence  in  November,  1863,  and  April,  1872.)  It  will  hardly  be 
maintained  that  his  failure  to  continue  the  prosecution  of  the  claim 
can  not  be  reasonably  accounted  for  othei^wise  than  bjj^  assuming  that 
he  reenlisted.  If  it  can  be  rea,sonably  accounted  for  otherwise,  how 
does  it  "  point  to  the  probability  of  reenlistment?" 

It  seems  to  the  Department  that  the  facts,  fairly  considered,  rather 
tend  to  render  it  improbable  that  the  soldier  reenlisted.  He  was  dis- 
charged from  service  in  September,  1868,  as  l)eing  "incapable  of 
performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  cataract  of  l)oth  It^-es," 
and  "unfit  for  the  Invalid  Corps."  He  was  examined  in  May,  1864, 
and  reported  to  be  suffering  from  chronic  conjunctivitis  with  granular 
lids,  his  eyes  being  very  weak  and  exposure  to  light  causing  great 
pain.  The  disability  was  thought  by  the  examining  surgeon  to  be 
"temporary,"  but  the  records  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  at  Hampton, Va., 
show  that  he  was  still  suffering  from  chronic  conjunctivitis,  with  ever- 
sion  of  the  lids  and  impaired  vision,  when  admitted  to  that  institution 
in  December,  1874.  If  his  condition  was  correctly  descrilied  by  the 
examining  surgeon  in  May,  1864,  it  is  manifest  that  he  would  not  have 
been  accepted  if  he  had  offered  to  enlist  at  that  time;  and  in  view  of 
the  record  showing  that  he  was  suffering  from  disability  of  the  sjime 
chanicter  in  1874,  it  does  not  seem  probable  that  he  was  fit  for  mili- 
tary duty  at  an}'  time  after  his  discharge  in  September,  1863.  At  any 
rate,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  facts  that  would  warrant  an  assumption 
that  he  was  a  good  su})ject  for  reenlistment  between  Septeml)er,  1S63, 
and  the  close  of  the  war. 

But  assuming  that  he  was  in  the  service  during  the  war,  either  prior 
to  November  27,  1S61,  or  subsequent  to  September  7,  1863,  that  fact 
would  cut  no  figure  in  the  widow's  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
181)0,  unless  it  be  also  assumed  that  he  deserted  or  was  dishonorably 
discharged  from  such  service;  so  that  her  claim  stands  rejected  upon  a 
possibility  based  upon  a  possibility — a  possibility  that  the  soldier 
deserted  or  was  dishonorably  discharged  from  a  service  which  is  itself 
a  mere  possibility.  Such  a  rejection  plainly  violates  the  rule  so  often 
announced  ])y  the  Department,  that  claimants  should  be  given  the  ben- 
efit of  slight  doubts,  and  that  where  the  proofs  or  probabilities  for  and 
against  any  element  of  title  are  balanced,  the  presumption  should 
incline  in  favor  of  the  claim.     (Digest  of  Pension  and  Bounty-I^nd 

..gitized  by  Google 


440  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 

Decisions,  p.  2<4.)  This  is  a  rule  of  general  application,  and  not  one 
to  l>e  applied  or  not  applied  as  a  reviewer  may  see  fit.  In  the  ease 
under  consideration  it  is  believed,  for  reasons  heretofore  stated,  that 
the  weight  of  the  evidence  and  reationable  inference  from  known 
facts  are  against  the  probability  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  military 
or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  at  any  other  time  than  that  stated 
in  his  and  in  the  widow's  applications  for  pension,  and  that  the. 
claimant  should  have  the  benefit  of  any  remaining  doubt  on  that  point 
The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed  and  the  case  herewith  returned 
for  readjudication. 

DEATH  CAUSE-PATHOLOGICAL.  SEQUENCE— DISCHARGE- ACT  .JirNE  27, 

iseo. 
Matilda  C.  Tunison  (widow). 

The  deceased  officer  was  formerly  a  pensioner  at  total  of  rank  as  major  ($25  per  month ) 
oi^account  of  **  fracture  of  right  elbow."  His  death  on  Februarj'  23, 1898,  accord- 
ing to  the  return  thereof  made  by  the  attending  physician,  was  due  ti>  "Amyo- 
trophic lateral  sclerosis  and  acute  pneumonitis.'* 

Pneumonitis  (pneumonia)  being  an  acnite  disease — due  to  a  specific  germ — could  not 
have  \)een  a  result  of  his  military  service;  and  his  medical  attendant's  testimony 
to  the  effect  that  the  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  was  a  patholc^c  sequence  of  the 
fracture  of  right  elbow,  not  being  in  harmony  with  the  hol<ling  of  rec(^nized  med- 
ical authorities,  to  the  effect  that  the  etiology  of  such  discjase  is  as  yet  unknown, 
the  arbitrar}'  and  unsupported  professional  opinion  or  theorj'  of  this  affiant  can 
not  be  permitted  to  control  the  judgment  of  the  Department  in  this  erase,  which 
is:  That  the  appellant  has  no  title  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law,  as  the 
case  now  stands. 

The  decedent's  dischai^ge  from  Company  G,  Twentieth  Illinois  Infantr>',  according 
to  the  decision  of  the  War  Department,  which  has  sole  jurisdiction  in  sudi  mat- 
ters, not  having  been  an  honorable  dischai^,  his  relict,  the  appellant,  has  no  title 
to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

AHni^tayit  S('C7*Hanj  F.  L.  Campbell  to  tfy  Comiiiim*tmrr  of  Pi^ii»wns(^ 

July  10,  190L 

Matilda  C,  widow  of  John  Tunison,  late  captain.  Company  G, 
Twentieth  Illinois  Infantry,  and  major  One  hundred  and  fifty -si.Kth 
and  One  hundred  and  thirty-eighth  Illinois  Infantry,  respectively, 
filed  January  21»,  11M)1,  through  her  attorne3's,  an  appeal  from  the 
rejection  by  the  Bureau  of  her  claims  for  pension  under  the  general 
law  and  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  well. 

The  late  oflScer,  the  husband  of  the  appellant,  who  enlisted  April  24, 
1861,  and  was  discharged  November  16, 1862,  reenlisted  June  29, 1864, 
and  was  discharged  October  14, 1864,  and  was  again  nmstered  in  March 
9,  1865,  and  then  finally  disttharged  September  20,  1865,  wjus  a  pen- 
sioner under  the  general  law  at  ''total  of  rank,"  as  major  ($25  per 
month),  on  account  of  ''fracture  of  right  elbow."  He  died  Febniary 
28, 1898,  and  on  August  2, 1898,  his  widow  filed  her  said  claims  for  pen- 
sion under  both  the  general  law  and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The 
former  claim  was  rejected  September  27, 1899,  on  the  ground  that  the 
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soldier's  death  from  disease  of  lungs  and  spinal  cord  was  not  due  to 
the  fracture  of  right  elbow  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  and  the  latter 
claim  was  rejected  September  19,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier 
had  "'not  been  honorably  discharged  from  all  sei*vice,"  ns  required  by 
the  tenns  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  is  contended  in  the  pending  appeal  in  the  premises  that — 

*  *  *  It  is  shown  by  the  evidence  tliat  the  injury  to  arm  caused  a  nervous  dis- 
ease, which  progressed  and  finally  involved  the  spinal  cord,  and  thereby  resulted  in 
death.  It  is  believed  that  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician,  8upporte<l  by  the 
facts  stated  in  his  affidavit,  should  govern  in  the  adjudication  of  the  claim. 

And  departmental  decision  of  December  5,  1900  (11  P.  D.,  161),  in 
the  case  of  Enoch  Alexander,  is  cited  as  involving  a  similar  question. 

Relative  to  the  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  act  of  •Tune  27, 1890, 
it  is  contended  that  the  ''disability"  which  caused  the  soldier's  dis- 
missal from  the  service  in  1862,  while  captain  of  Company  G,  Twen- 
tieth Illinois  Infantry,  having  been  ''removed  in  1865,"  that ''the 
removal  of  the  disability  would  apparently  make  the  service  honorable." 

Inasmuch  as  the  report  which  the  Bureau  was  requested  to  make — 
in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  contentions — consisted  only  of  an  advisory 
opinion  of  the  medical  referee  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  medical  action 
in  the  claim  under  the  general  law,  the  validit}^  of  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  upon  the  ground  assigned  for 
the  adverse  action  in  such  claim  was  not  considered  in  the  said  report, 
which  is  as  follows: 

This  deceased  officer  was  pensioned  for  a  fracture  of  the  right  elbow.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  he  had  painful  neuromata  on  the  right  arm  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
seat  of  injury,  and  that  at  different  times  surgical  operations  were  performed  for 
their  removal.  He  died  February  23,  1898,  the  causes  of  death  being  stated  in  the 
official  return  made  at  the  time  by  the  attending  physician  as  "acute  pneumonitis** 
of  five  days'  duration  and  "amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis"  of  live  years*  duration. 
In  his  affidavit,  made  more  than  six  months  later,  this  physician  stated  that  the 
immediate  cause  of  death  was  "amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  produced  by  the 
injury  of  arm  and  spine,'*  and  made  no  reference  to  the  acute  f)neumonitis.  No 
injury  to  the  spine  ha<l  ever  l)een  alleged  or  shown,  however,  and  there  is  no  war- 
rant for  the  further  contention  in  the  appeal  "that  the  injury  to  arm  caused  a 
nervous  disease  which  progressed  and  finally  involve<l  the  spinal  cord  and  thereby 
resultetl  in  death."  There  was  no  probable  pathologi(;al  relation  between  the  injury 
of  the  right  elbow,  which  was  incurred  in  1864,  or  any  other  probable  injury  at  the 
same  time,  and  the  disease  of  the  spinal  cord  and  acute  pneumonia,  which  proved 
fatal  in  1898.  As  indicate<i  by  the  official  report  of  the  death,  as  well  as  by  the  phy- 
siciaiWs  subsaiuent  affidavit,  the  duration  of  the  primary  fatal  disease  was  five  years, 
a  period  that  is  rather  longer  than  the  average  in  that  affection,  the  jirognosis  of 
which  is  invariably  bad.  No  definite  exciting  cause  or  causes  of  amyotrophic  lateral 
sclerosis  are  recognized,  but  Dana,  a  recent  (1897)  writer  and  authority,  nays  it  is 
"considered  a  fiisease  of  involution,  i.  e.,  teratological  defect,  the  first  and  second 
motor  neurons  degenerating  because  of  inherently  deficient  vitality."  The  reje<*tion 
of  the  claim  on  the  ground  stated  is  adhered  to. 

As  stated  in  the  foregoing  report,  "no  definite  exciting  cjiuse  or 
causes  of  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  are  recognized"  in  the  science 


442  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

of  medicine.  Such  disease  is,  however,  held  b}-  recognized  medical 
authorities  to  lie  "'clinically  and  pathologically  well  defined,"  in  so  far 
as  it  appears  to  be  "a  combination"  of  two  other  well-defined  diseases 
of  the  spinal  cord,  namely,  ''lateral  sclerosis  and  chronic  spinal  mus- 
cular atrophy  "  (Peterson).  A  number  of  causes  of  each  of  these  two 
diseases  have  l)een  mentioned  by  various  writers,  but  the  etiological 
factors  upon  which  they  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  chronic  diseases 
of  the  spinal  cord  depend  yet  remain  to  be  demonstrated  to  the  abso- 
lute satisfaction  of  the  medical  profession.  In  view  of  the  obscurity 
of  the  origin  of  the  majority  of  this  class  of  cases  it  is  not  strange  that 
the  observer  herein  quoted  (Peterson)  should  state: 

We  do  not  know  what  factore  are  at  work  in  the  production  of  amyotrophic  lateral 
sclerofliH.  Doubtless  when  we  understand  better  the  etiology  of  other  chronic  hvs- 
temic  diaeafles  or  degenerations  of  the  spinal  cord,  the  causes  of  this  disonler  will  Ije 
clear. 

Therefore,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  be>st-known  and 
most  highly  respected  observers,  both  past  and  pre^sent,  have  frankly 
acknowledged  their  inability  to  arrive  at  an}^  satisfatttory  solution- - 
after  the  mast  careful  and  thorough  research — of  such  problems  a.s  the 
one  under  cx)nside ration,  it  must  be  held  that  the  contention  of  the 
attorneys  for  the  appellant  'Hhat  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physi- 
cian, supported  by  the  facts  stated  in  his  affidavit,  should  govern  in 
the  adjudication  of  the  claim  "  is  wholly  untenable. 

The  said  physician  testified  that  the  immediate  cause  of  the  soldier's 
death  '"was  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  produced  by  the  injury  of 
arm  and  spine."  In  view,  however,  of  the  facts  hereinbefore  set  forth, 
the  Department  must  decline  to  concur  in  such  statement,  and  holds  it 
to  be  entirely  insufficient  to  determine  a  question  of  so  much  impor- 
tance as  the  one  herein  considered.  But,  at  the  same  time,  no  reflec- 
tions upon  the  ability  and  probity  of  the  said  affiant  ai^e  intended  liy 
such  holding,  neither  is  it  intended  to  assert  as  a  fact  that  his  theory 
in  this  instance  is  incorrect,  as  the  Department  does  not  undertake  to 
determine  questions  of  this  character  from  an  etiological,  but  from  a 
judicial,  standpoint;  and  its  judgment  is  based  upon  the  ascertained 
results  of  the  researches  and  investigations  of  the  ablest  observers  in 
this  particular  field  known  to  the  medical  profession  throughout  the 
world,  whose  findings  have  been  universally  adopted  by  such  profes- 
sion, and  which  accepted  findings  nmst  control  until  the  patience  and 
toil  of  some  one  or  more  of  these  observers  shall  l3e  rewarded  by  the 
discovery  of  the  hidden  foe  for  which  they  have  so  long  searched,  and 
it  can  be  confidently  announced  and  demonstrated  to  the  world  that 
the  true  nature  of  the  cause  or  causes  of  these  obscure  diseases  is  no 
longer  a  mystery,  as  was  so  successful!}^  acrcomplished  in  the  study  of 
the  nature  and  origin  of  a  large  numljer  of  the  specific  infectious  dis- 
eases— notably  so  in  tuberculosis,  diphtheria,  and  cholera,  and  pjir- 
tially  so  in  typhoid,  malarial,  and  other  fevers.  ^  I 
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Fvirthernioro,  the  arbitrary  and  unsupported  professional  opinion 
or  theory  advanced  by  the  attendinjr  physician  of  a  soldier  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  control  the  judgment  of  the  Department  in  any  case.  (See 
case  of  Margaret  Lalone,  widow,  11  P.  D.,  301.) 

The  case  of  Enoch  Alexander  (11  P.  D.,  151),  cited  by  the  attorneys 
as  being  similar  to  the  case  at  bar,  is  not  an  analogous  case.  The 
pathology  of  the  case  cited  was  definitely  determined,  and  the  holding 
of  the  Department  in  the  premises  was  sustained  by  competent  med- 
ical authority,  whereas  in  the  case  at  bar  the  same  authority  is  adverse 
to  the  contentions  herein  set  up. 

Eliminating,  then,  from  further  considei*ation  the  question  of  the 
probable  origin  of  the  aforesaid  disease  of  spine,  there  is  still  another 
factor,  and  a  veiy  potent  one,  too,  to  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  death  cause  of  the  soldier,  namely,  'Sicute  pneumonitis  of 
five  days'  duration."  And  inasmuch  as  .the  said  acute  attack  of  pneu- 
monia can  hardl}:  be  claimed  to  have  been  a  result  of  the  fracture  of 
right  elbow  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned,  or  to  have  been  oth- 
erwise due  to  his  military  service,  it  must  })e  held  that  the  widow's 
alleged  title  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law  has  not  l)een  estab- 
lished.    The  rejection  of  such  claim  is,  therefore,  hereby  affirmed. 

Relative  to  the  contention  in  regard  to  the  rejection  of  the  widow's 
claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  it  need  only  be  said  that  inas- 
much as  the  War  Department,  which  has  sole  jurisdiction  in  such  mat- 
ters, has  decided  that  the  soldier's  discharge  from  the  Twentieth 
Illinois  Infantry,  November  16, 1862,  "  for  willful  neglect  of  duty  and 
violation  of  orders  is  not  regarded  as  an  honorable  discharge,"  such 
contention  is  wholly  untenable. 

The  rejection  of  the  appellant's  vlaini  under  the  said  act  is  therefore 
herebv  affirmed. 


marriage-colored  persons-emanctipation  proclamation. 
Rose  E.,  Alleged  Widow  of  Israel  Smith. 

ApjK^llant,  prior  to  the  time  of  her  aUege<l  marriage  to  Holdier,  married  one  William 
Norris,  in  1804,  who  was  at  the  time  a  soldier  in  the  United  States  Army, 
Htationed  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  in  territory  in  possession  of  the  United  States 
forces  in  which  the  President's  emancipation  proclamation  of  January  1,  1863, 
was  effective,  and  claimant  wa«  also  in  said  territory  serving  with  the  United 
States  forces  as  laundress,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  lx»ing  performed  by  the 
chaplain  of  soldier's  regiment.  As  it  is  shown  that  said  Norris  was  still  living 
at  the  time  of  claimant's  alleged  marriage  to  Smith,  and  no  divorce  l)eing  sl^own, 
said  marriage  was  void. 

Ami^Uifit  Secf't'tary  F,  Z.  Caniphell  to  the  ComiiumUmer  of  Penfihrna^ 

July  10,  1901. 

On  Januar}'  22,  1901,  the  Department  affirmed  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  of  Rose  E.  Smith,  alleged  widow  of  Israel  Smith,  formerly  of 
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Company  E,  Thirty -eighth  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantiy. 
Said  claim  was  filed  on  August  7,  1897,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S9<», 
and  wa?.  rejcH^-ted  on  August  7,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the  <'laimant 
was  not  shown  to  be  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier.  The  claimant, 
on  February  21,  1901,  filed  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of  the  alnive 
mentioned  action  of  the  Department,  renting  upon  the  contention 
therein  set  forth  as  follows: 

I  (intend  that  the  only  material  question  unsettled  in  this  case  is  whether  the  sup- 
pose! I  luarria^  of  claimant  to  one  Norris  in  1864,  at  Norfolk,  Va.,  was  void  or  valid. 
In  detenu ining  that  question  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  parties  were  refugee 
slaves,  and  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  they  were  as  incompetent  to  enter  into  a 
contract  of  marriage  at  that  time  as  were  cattle  or  any  other  stock.  The  £act  that 
they  had  run  away  from  their  masters  did  not  make  them  free  persons  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law. 

It  is  Htated  in  your  decision  that  claimant  and  Norris  were  **  joined  in  marriage  by 
some  ceremony  deemed  by  them  obligatory  as  specified  in  section  4705,  Revised 
Statutes.  But  I  can't  believe,  if  that  be  so,  that  you  hold  that  such  ceremony  con- 
stituted a  valid  marriage  in  Virginia  under  an  act  of  Congress,  as  Omgress  had  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  question  of  marriage  in  the  State,  it  being  governed  wholly  by 
State  laws  and  statutes.  (See  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorcee,  vol.  1,  pp.  88, 
155-16:5.) 

Section  4705  does  not  declare  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  a  valid  marriage,  i>ut 
simply  provides  in  what  cases  widows  shall  l>e  entitled  to  receive  the  pension  pro- 
vided by  law  without  other  evidence  of  marriage  than  satisfactory  proof  that  the 
parties  were  joined  in  marriage  by  some  ceremony  deenieti  by  them  obligatory,  or 
habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife  and  were  so  recognized  by  their 
neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlistment,  when  such  sc^ldier 
or  sailor  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherwise,  to  date  of  death.  It  nowhere  declares 
that  such  section  should  be  used  against  the  claimant,  and  this  is  the  first  instance 
I  have  ever  known  it  to  l)e  so  construed.  It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  C< ingress 
to  provide  a  means  whereby  the  widows  and  children  could  obtain  a  pension  in  cases 
where  no  valid  marriage  existed,  and  Congress  has  never,  so  far  as  I  know,  attempted 
to  legislate  on  a  question  of  marriage  within  the  domain  of  a  State.  If  it  liad  done 
so,  it  would  clearly  l)e  unc^onstitutional  and  of  no  effect,  having  no  juris<li<»tion  on 
the  subject. 

I  contend,  without  tear  of  successful  contradiction,  that  said  marriage  was  not 
valid  when  contra<Tted,  and  never  has  l>een  since,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  Rich 
a  (*U»ar  case  tliat  there  is  no  necessity  of  (juoting  from  the  numerous  decisions  and 
authorities  that  coiild  be  arrayed  to  sustain  this  view. 

In  the  decision  under  review  it  is  held  as  follows: 

It  is  contended  in  brief  that  claimant's  first  marriage  in  June,  1864,  at  Ports- 
mouth, Va.,  to  William  Norris  was  void  under  the  code  of  Virginia,  1873,  page  84, 
and  that  therefore  her  second  marriage  Octol)er  29,  1870,  to  Israel  Smith,  in  the 
same  St^te,  was  valid,  and  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  Norris  was  alive  when 
claimant  married  Smith. 

It  apjxjars  that  claimant  was  first  married  to  William  Norris,  then  a  private  in 
Company  K,  Thirty-sixth  Uniteil  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  at  Portsmouth, 
Va.,  by  the  chaplain  of  his  regiment,  in  the  summer  of  1864;  that  she  lived  with 
Norris  but  a  few  days  as  his  wife  when  his  regiment  was  ordered  away  and  she 
has  never  since  seen  him.     The  records  show  that  Norris  was  discharged  September, 
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1866,  and  is  shown  by  the  testimony  ol  Miles  Brown  to  have  been  alive  as  late  as 
imi  or  1894. 

On  Octol)er  29,  1870,  claimant  married  Israel  Smith,  late  private,  Company  E, 
Tliirty-eightli  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  at  Norfolk,  Va. 

In  said  opinion  it  is  further  held: 

The  only  question  raised  by  the  appeal  is  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  first  mar- 
riage, and  it  is  contended  that  it  is  invalid  because  of  the  laws  of  Virginia,  above 
cited. 

That  claimant  and  the  soldier  Norris  "were  joined  in  marriage  by  some  ceremony 
deemed  by  them  obligatory,"  as  specified  in  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  is  evi- 
denced on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  at  least,  by  the  fact  that  she  applied  for  pension 
afi  his  widow  on  May  17,  and  July  17,  1890,  relying  on  the  validity  of  said  first  mar- 
r'ls^,  and  her  said  claim  was  rejected  August  7,  1899,  not  upon  the  groun<l  that  said 
marriage  was  illegal,  but  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  unable  to  establish  the  death 
of  her  first  husband. 

There  is  nothing  on  page  84  of  the  Code  of  Virginia  of  1873,  cited  by  claimant's 
attorney,  whi(;h  has  any  l)earing  on  the  subject  of  marriage,  and  it  m  possible  that  a 
reference  to  page  844  of  said  code  was  intended. 

Section  7  of  chapter  105  of  said  code,  relating  to  marriages,  etc.,  pages  843  and  844, 
provides  as  follows: 

"Every  marriage  in  this  State  shall  be  under  license  and  solemnized  in  the  manner 
herein  provided;  but  no  marriage  solemnized  by  any  person  professing  to  be  author- 
ized to  solemnize  the  same  shall  be  deemed  or  adjudged  to  be  void,  nor  shall  the 
validity  thereof  be  in  any  way  affected  on  account  of  any  want  of  authority  in  such 
person,  if  the  marriage  l>e  in  all  other  respects  lawful,  and  be  consummated  with  a  full 
belief  on  the  f>aTt  of  the  persons  so  married,  or  either  of  them,  that  they  have  been 
lawfully  joined  in  marriage.*' 

Section  18  of  said  act,  page  844,  provides  as  follows: 

Where  colored  persons  before  the  passage  of  the  act  shall  have  imdertaken  and 
agreed  to  occupy  the  relation  to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife,  and  shall  l)e  cohabit- 
ing together  as  such  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  whether  the  rites  of  marriage  shall 
have  l)een  celebrated  between  them  or  not,  they  shall  be  deemed  husband  and  wife, 
and  l)e  entitled  to  the  rights  and  privileges  and  subject  to  the  duties  and  obligations 
of  that  relation  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  duly  married  by  law,  etc. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Virginia,  nor  in  the  facts  in  the  case,  which  would 
justify  the  conclusion  that  claimant's  first  marriage  to  Norris  was  illegal  or  invalid. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  motion  for  reconsideration  mises  the 
question  of  the  legality  of  claimant's  marriage  to  Norris  in  1864.  The 
statute  of  Virginia,  copied  in  the  decision  under  review,  was  passed 
on  February  27,  1866,  and,  from  its  own  terms,  can  hav^e  no  applica- 
tion to  the  case  at  bar  unless  the  parties  were  ''cohabiting  together  as 
such  at  the  time  of  its  passage,"  and  such  cohabitation  must,  of  course, 
have  been  in  the  State  of  Virginia  to  have  been  affected  by  the  statute. 
But  the  claimant  and  Norris  were  not  cohabiting  together  in  Virginia 
or  anywhere  else  on  February  27,  1866.  The  soldier  was  away  with 
his  regiment,  it  appears,  in  the  State  of  Texas,  and  had  not  seen  the 
claimant  since  the  summer  of  1864,  nor  did  he  ever  see  her  again. 
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Boiivier  defines  the  word  **  cohabit"  to  mean:  *''To  live  together  in 
the  same  house,  ehiiming  to  he  married." 

Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  vol.  1,  section  lt>01),  defines  "cohab- 
itation" as  follows: 

To  cohabit  is  to  dwell  together.  tSo  that  matrimonial  cohabitation  is  the  living 
to^^^ther  of  a  man  and  woman  ostensibly  as  husband  and  w^ife. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  ca^se  which  indicates  that  the  soldier 
would  have  cohabited  with  the  claimant  in  1806,  even  if  it  had  been  in 
his  power  to  do  so.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  communicatiMl  with 
her  at  any  time  during  the  ixjriod  of  his  militaiy  service,  or  that  he 
ever  made  the  slightest  effort  to  join  her  subsequent  to  his  disi-harge 
in  September,  1866.  It  is  manifest  that  the  act  of  February  27,  IStjH. 
has  no  legal  bearing  on  the  pensionable  status  of  the  claimant  growing 
out  of  her  marital  relations  to  the  soldier  Norris. 

It  is  next  in  order  to  consider  the  case  at  bar  in  the  light  of  the  pro- 
visions of  scittion  4705,  RevivSed  Statutes.  The  application  of  that  law 
in  the  case  of  Lucinda  Harris  (11  P.  D.,  181)  is  in  point.  The  sylla- 
bus in  that  case,  which  correctly  states  the  material  question,  is  in  the 
following  words: 

A  claimant  who  relies  upon  the  nile  of  evidence  provided  in  section  4705,  Reviswi 
Statutes,  must  show  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  date  of  enlistment, 
when  the  latter  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherw^ise,  that  she  lived  with  him  up  to 
date  of  death. 

Neither  of  those  conditions  being  present  in  her  case,  her  claim  was 
held  to  have  been  properly  rejected.  For  a  similar  reason,  the  pro- 
visions of  said  section  have  no  application  in  determining  the  pension- 
able status  of  this  claimant  growing  out  of  her  marriage  to  Norris  in 
1804. 

But  there  is  another  material  aspect  of  the  case  not  dealt  with  either 
in  the  opinion  under  review  or  in  the  motion  for  recon.'-idei'ation. 
Were  the  claimant  and  William  Norris,  at  the  time  of  their  imirriage 
in  1864,  slaves  or  freemen  i  If  they  were  freemen  they  undoubtedly 
had  the  legal  right  to  enter  the  marital  relation.  It  will  be  remem- 
bered that  William  Norris  was  a  soldier  whose  regiment  was  stationed 
temporarily  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  and  it  appears  also  from  the  evidence 
that  the  claimant  was  at  the  same  pljico  within  the  military  lines  of  the 
Union  Army  doing  laundry  work  for  the  soldiers.  The  emancipition 
proclamation  was  in  active  force  and  operation,  and  it  has  been  held 
by  various  courts,  including  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
that  ''  wherever  the  national  forces  obtained  control  the  slaves  became 
freemen."  This  doctrine  was  recognized  by  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  Harriet  Tinnin  (8  P.  D.,  218).  The  principle  decided  is  stated 
in  the  second  panigraph  of  the  syllabus  Jis  follows: 

The  proclamation  of  President  Lincoln  of  January  1,  1863,  known  as  the  emanci- 
pation proclamation,  was  effective  only  as  a  war  measure,  and  did  not  ipso  facto,  and 
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by  the  iiiert^  fon*e  of  its  own  terms,  wet  free  or  change  the  legal  status  of  persons  held 
in  slavery  in  the  Staten  or  parts  of  States  therein  designated,  hut  operated  to  give 
freedom  to  such  l)er^^ona  only  when  it  was  enforced  by  the  anned  forces  of  the  United 
States,  and  by  the  sul)jugatioii  of  the  territory  where  they  resided  and  its  subjection 
to  the  military  power  and  authority  of  the  Federal  Government 

In  section  1923  of  vol.  2,  Stor}'  on  the  Constitution^  the  doctrine  is 
announced  as  follows: 

The  dealings  of  the  Government  with  slavery,  and  the  influence  of  that  institution 
upon  military  plans  and  movements,  constitute  a  chapter  of  high  importance  and 
interest  in  the  history  of  the  great  civil  war,  but  an  account  of  them  would  be  out  of 
place  here.  Before  the  war  ended  most  men  came  to  acknowledge,  what  a  few  had  per- 
ceived from  the  l)eginning,  that  the  same  blows  which  destroyed  the  rebellion  must 
inflict  mortal  wounds  upon  slavery;  and,  indeed,  the  proclamation  of  emancipation 
which  the  President  had  put  forth  as  a  war  measure  had  had  the  effect  to  abolish 
the  institution  in  the  insurgent  territory  as  fast  as  it  was  brought  under  the  control  of 
the  Federal  fon*es. 

The  cuse  of  Rives  v.  Duke  (105  U.  S.,  132)  is  in  point.  It  was  an 
action  of  covenant  growing  out  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  slaves  in  the  State  of  Virginia  made  and  executed  in  December, 
1863.  One  assignment  of  error  related  to  an  instruction  given  to  the 
jury  to  the  effect  that,  if  they  found  that  the  bonds  were  made  in  refer- 
ence to  Confederate  currency,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  therein  stipulated  to  be  paid  at  the  value  of  Confedemte  money 
compared  with  national  currency  at  the  time  of  making  the  bonds. 
Among  other  things,  the  court  held: 

It  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  slaves,  made  and  to  be  performed  in 
that  part  of  the  State  of  Virginia  from  which  the  autliority  of  the  National  Govern- 
ment was  excluded  by  rebel  arms,  and  was  made  after  the  proclamation  of  emanci- 
pation issued  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  had  dectlared  all  slaves  in  that 
district  to  be  free.  If  the  so-called  Confederate  States  should  achieve  independence, 
the  money  of  the  United  States  would  l)e  the  money  of  a  foreign  country.  If  the 
national  authority  should  be  established  over  the  insui^gent  districts,  the  slaves,  for 
part  ol  the  purchase  price  of  which  the  payment  was  to  be  made,  would  be  free,  in 
fact  and  in  law,  and  be  wholly  lost  to  the  purchaser.  In  view  of  either  alternative, 
the  parties  can  not  reasonably  t)e  held  to  have  contemplated  payment  in  any  other 
currency  than  that  of  the  Confederate  States. 

For  reasons  hereinbefore  fully  stated,  the  claimant  and  William 
Norris  were  not  slaves,  in  fact  or  in  law,  at  the  time  of  their  marriage 
in  1864,  and  for  that  reason  the  marriage  was  valid.  The  validity  of 
said  maiTiage  being  the  sole  question  put  in  issue  by  the  motion  for 
reconsidei-ation,  the  same  is  overiiiled. 
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MINOR*H  PENSION— <  CONSTRUCTION  TUIIU>  SECTION  ACT  JUKE  87,  1890. 

MiNOKH  or  Geobue  W.  Douglas. 

The  }/(raiit  in  the  thinl  Hection  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  conferB  title  upon  the  minor 
(children  of  a  soldier  separate  and  independent  of  that  of  the  widow,  and  oontin- 
)?ent  only  upon  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  the  proviso  to  said  third  section 
relative  to  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  widow  to  the  soldier  does  not  extend 
to  or  affec*t  the  title  of  the  minor  children. 

AfHiUtant  Secretary  I*\  L,  Campbell  to  the  OommUsioner  <ff  Pen^if/ns^ 

July  10,  190L 

John  R  Meadows,  as  guardian  of  the  minor  child  of  George  W. 
Douglas,  late  of  Company  K,  Fourth  West  Virginia  Cavalry,  filed  an 
application  March  31, 1898,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
alleging  the  death  of  the  soldier  as  occurring  Octol>er  20,  1895,  and 
the  death  of  his  widow  (mother  of  said  child),  November  19,  1896. 
The  claim  was  rejected  November  11,  1898,  on  the  ground  of  no  title, 
the  jmrents  of  the  child  not  having  been  married  until  after  the  pas- 
sage of  said  act. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  entered  December  2,  1898,  upon  the 
contention  that  the  last  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  "That  said  widow  shall  have  married  said  soldier  prior  to 
the  passage  of  this  act,"  applies  only  to  widows  and  not  to  the  children 
of  a  soldier,  whether  they  are  the  offspring  of  a  maridage  prior  or 
subsequent  to  the  act. 

Reference  to  the  papers  discloses  that  this  soldier  was  a  pensioner 
under  the  general  law,  at  $24  per  month,  on  account  of  rheumatism. 
He  died,  as  alleged,  October  20,  1895,  and  his  widow,  Elizabeth  C, 
filed  her  claim  under  the  same  law,  November  16,  1895,  in  which  she 
alleged  and  proved  that  she  was  married  to  the  soldier  May  5, 1891. 

Pending  the  consideration  of  her  said  claim  she  was  remarried  May 
7,  1896,  and  she  died  November  19,  1896.  Thus,  the  only  question  to 
be  determined  in  the  present  case  is  that  raised  by  the  appeal,  namely, 
Does  the  inhibition  in  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  act  in 
regard  to  wid()w\s  who  were  not  married  prior  to  June  27, 1890,  to  the 
soldiers  on  account  of  whom  claims  are  made  extend  to  the  children 
of  said  soldiers  by  such  marriages? 

The  third  section  of  the  act  is  as  follows: 

That  if  any  oflBcer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or 
Navy  of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was  hon- 
orably diw.hargeil,  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  leaving  a  widow  without  other 
means  of  support  than  her  daily  lalx)r,  or  minor  children  imder  the  age  of  sixteen 
years,  such  widow  shall  upon  due  proof  of  her  husband's  death,  without  proving  his 
death  to  be  the  result  of  his  army  service,  be  placed  on  the  pension  roll  from  the 
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date  of  the  application  therefor  under  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  eight  dollars  per  month 
during  her  widowhood,  and  shall  also  be  paid  two  dollars  per  month  for  each  child 
of  such  oflScer  or  enlisted  man  under  sixteen  years  of  age,  and  in  case  of  the  death 
or  remarriage  of  the  widow,  leaving  a  child  or  children  of  such  officer  or  enlisted 
man  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  such  jwnsion  shall  be  paid  such  child  or  children 
until  the  age  of  sixteen.     ♦    *    * 

The  provisions  of  this  law,  as  they  bear  upon  the  title  of  minor  chil- 
dren to  pension,  has  been  a  great  stumbling-block  in  the  minds  of 
many,  and  various  conclusions  have  been  evolved  in  the  different 
classes  or  phases  of  claims  arising  thereunder.  It  has  been  denied  by 
some  that  there  is  any  direct  grant  to  said  children  in  the  law,  and 
that  in  case  no  widow  survived  the  soldier  pension  could  not  be  granted 
the  children,  as  they  might  take  only  upon  the  death  or  remarriage  of 
a  widow  who  was  a  pensioner.  However,  an  early  decision  of  the 
Department,  which  is  still  in  force,  held  differently,  as  follows: 

Where  the  soldier  dies  leaving  no  widow,  but  a  minor  child  without  other  means 
of  support  than  its  daily  labor,  such  child  is  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  from  the  date  of  filing  application.     (6  P.  D.,  40. ) 

Then,  it  has  been  a  question  with  others  whether  if  a  widow  sur- 
vived, and  since  the  title  of  the  children  is  contingent,  in  a  sense,  upon 
that  of  the  widow,  they  could  be  granted  a  pension  unless  she  had 
first  been  pensioned  and  then  died  or  remarried.  This  view  is  gained 
from  the  peculiar  language  of  the  gmnt  in  the  said  third  section,  and, 
as  will  be  perceived,  it  implies  that  although  a  widow  survived  the 
soldier,  to  whom  she  was  married  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  unless 
she  applied  for  and  received  a  pension  under  the  act,  the  children  could 
not  be  pensioned,  even  after  said  widow  died  or  was  remarried.  Such 
view  has  not  been  upheld  by  the  Department,  but  it  has  been  the  prac- 
tice in  such  cases  to  allow  pension  to  the  minor  children  upon  the  death 
or  remaiTiage  of  the  widow,  notwithstanding  she  was  not  a  pensioner. 

Again,  in  a  class  of  claims  wherein  the  surviving  widow  has  no  title 
because  of  having  been  married  to  the  soldier  subsequent  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  therefore  barred  by  the  proviso 
to  the  third  section  thereof,  befoi'e  mentioned,  it  has  been  considered 
that  the  minor  children  could  have  no  title  so  long  as  such  widow  is 
yet  living  and  unmarried.  And  this  has  been  the  holding  of  the 
Department,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  decisions  in  the  cases 
of  the  minors  of  I^a  Fayette  G.  Howard  (8  P.  D.,  230),  and  the  minors 
of  John  Davis  (9  P.  D.,  151).  The  headnotes  of  these  decisions  are 
similar.     The  former  reads  as  follows: 

The  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  have  no  title  to  pension  in  their  own 
right  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  while  the  widow  of  such  soldier  is  living  and 
not  remarried,  unless  such  widow  has  forfeited  her  right  to  pension  under  the  act  of 
August  7,  1882,  or  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  such  widow  mar- 
ried such  soldier  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 
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This  holding  has  good  reason  to  sustain  it,  for,  as  stated  in  the  same 
case: 

It  would  also  be  unsafe  to  grant  pension  to  the  minor  while  a  widow  survived  sol- 
dier»  as  such  widow  might  in  the  future  successfully  prosecute  a  claim  in  her  own 
right,  either  under  the  general  or  some  other  law,  and  we  would  then  be  in  the  poa- 
tion  of  having  granted  two  pensions  on  account  of  the  same  service. 

Further,  there  is  the  view  which  has  obtained  m  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  under  consideration,  that  since  the  widow  who  survived  the 
soldier  had  no  title  under  the  act,  by  reason  of  the  proviso  to  the  third 
section,  neither  can  the  minor  children  have  any  after  her  remarriage 
and  death,  they  having  been  born  of  a  marriage  which  occurred  sub- 
sequent to  the  passage  of  the  act.  This  view  e\ndently  depends  on 
the  theory,  before  alluded  to,  that  title  in  the  children  is  by  and 
through  the  mother  (widow)  only.  Such  theor}'  is  not  considered  ten- 
able for  the  reason  that  the  general  tenor  of  all  the  laws  makes  the 
service  or  death  of  the  soldier  the  basis  of  title,  so  that  the  grant  to 
minor  children  is  separate  from  and  independent  of  that  to  widows, 
except  that  the  one  takes  effect  only  after  the  other  has  lapsed. 

This  idea  of  separateness  of  title  is  even  borne  out  by  the  said  third 
section  of  the  act,  if  it  is  read  in  conjunction  with  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law  (section  4702,  Revised  Statutes).  The  two  laws  should 
be  construed  in  pari  materia,  and  it  may  be  readily  perceived  that  it 
was  clearly  the  intention  to  embody  in  a  more  succinct  form  in  said 
third  section  the  provision  for  widows  and  minors  in  the  older  law, 
based  on  the  new  conditions  named  in  the  first  portion  of  the  section. 
Thus  construed  the  words  ''such  pension  shall  be  paid,  etc.,'^  lose  that 
peculiar  significance  which  it  has  been  sought  to  give  them  and, 
instead  of  relating  to  the  pension  granted  and  belonging  to  the  widow 
as  such,  refer  specifically  to  the  pension  intended  to  be  granted  on 
account  of  the  service  and  death  of  the  soldier,  first  to  the  widow,  if 
she  was  married  to  him  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  then  to  the 
minor  children  upon  her  death  or  remarriage.  The  grant  in  this  sec- 
tion is  in  effe(*t  the  same  as  that  under  the  general  law,  and  was  meant 
to  be  so. 

Thus  it  is  clear  that  the  proviso  to  the  third  section,  already  quoted, 
has  no  reference  to  the  title  of  a  minor  under  the  act  and  since  such 
minor  is  held  to  have  title  in  its  own  right,  under  this  law,  as  under 
previous  laws,  it  need  not  be  questioned  whether  the  parents  w^ere 
married  before  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act  so  long  as  legitimacy  as 
a  child  of  the  soldier  can  be  established,  and  it  is  shown  that  there  is 
no  widow  surviving  and  unmarried. 

It  is  believed  this  view  will  Ix^ar  the  test  of  sound  reason  and  is  the 
only  just  and  logical  interpretation  of  the  matter  in  issue. 

It  is  held,  therefore,  that  the  rejection  of  the  claim  for  the  reason 
stated  was  error  and  that  action  is  rov(»rsed. 
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PRACTICE— Aer  JUNE  27,  1890— COMMENCEMENT— INCREASE. 

Ambrose  T.  Sanguinette. 

In  the  adjudication  of  an  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  second  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  wherein  several  declarations  have  been  filed,  upon  the  allow- 
ance of  the  claim  the  pension  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  decla- 
ration under  which  a  pensionable  condition  was  first  shown  to  exist;  but  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  adjudication  of  such  claim,  a  certificate  of  medical  examination 
made  under  the  claim  shows  a  condition  entitling  claimant  to  a  higher  rate 
of  pension  than  existed  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration  under  which 
the  allowance  was  made,  such  original  allowance  l)eing  below  the  maximum 
rate,  the  rate  of  i>ension  should  be  increased  from  the  date  of  such  certificate 
of  medical  examination  (modifying  paragraph  6  on  page  95  of  A  Treatise  on  the 
Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
April  9,  1898). 

Assistant  Secretary  F.  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pe^isicnis^ 

June  20, 1901. 

Ambrose  T.  Sanguinette,  late  of  Compan}^  K,  Fourteenth  Kansas 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  has  filed  several  declai'ations  and  affidavits  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The 
first  of  these  was  filed  July  28,  1890.  Among  the  disabilities  alleged 
are  rupture  of  left  side,  catarrh  of  head  and  throat,  deafness,  rheuma- 
tism, disease  of  heait,  kidney  trouble,  affection  of  lungs,  and  general 
debility.  Adverse  action  was  takoji  in  these  claims  February  12, 1892, 
December  5,  1893,  and  August  21,  1896,  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable 
disability  under  the  act  being  shown.  An  appeal  was  taken  January 
20,  1899,  by  the  attorney  of  record,  contending  that  claimant's  disa- 
bilities were  such  that  he  was  clearlv  entitled  to  a  rating. 

Pending  this  appeal  another  adjudication  has  been  had  in  the  Bureau 
and  a  certificate  has  been  issued,  by  which  an  allowance  of  pension  was 
made  at  $6  per  month  from  August  3,  1893,  and  $8  per  month  from 
June  12, 1897,  on  account  of  partial  incapacity  arising  from  left  ingui- 
nal hernia  and  disease  of  heart.  This  action  was  taken  without  the 
consent  of  the  Department  or  reference  to  the  fact  that  an  appeal  was 
pending,  and  was  in  violation  of  Rule  12  of  the  Rules  of  Practice,  as 
follows: 

When  an  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  rejection  of  a  claim  for 
pension  is  filed,  and  upon  examination  of  the  case  at  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  it  is 
found  that  the  claim  should  be  opened  for  further  a(!tion,  the  Department  must  be 
informed  of  that  fact  and  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  by  the  Secretary. 

But  aside  from  this  irregularity  the  adjudication  was  clearly  errone- 
ous in  other  respects.  In  the  first  place,  the  basis  of  allowance  up  to 
June  12,  1897,  was  an  inguinal  hernia  only,  as  shown  by  indorsement 
on  the  face  brief,  as  follows: 

Approved  for  left  inguinal  hernia,  $6  to  Tune  12,  1897,  and  $8  thereafter  for  same 
and  disease  of  heart  Latter  not  ratable  piior  to  June  12,  1897.  No  other  disability 
affecting  rate.  Rejections  of  December  5,  1893,  and  August  21,  1896,  not  adhered 
to.     Prior  rejections  adhered  to.  Digitized  by  GoOglc 
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Now.  the  (-oi-titic-atos  of  medical  oxamination  descTibing  the  hernia 
show  it  wsis  incomplete  and  in  very  much  the  same  condition  during 
all  the  years  Ix^tween  18J»0  and  181*8.  There  are  three  of  these  certiti- 
rates.     The  first,  dated  June  17,  1891,  state8: 

On  left  Hide  an  ini*om|>lete  in^inal  hernia;  the  external  ring  and  canal  are  pato- 
loiw;  the  canal  and  internal  ring  are  very  tender  and  sensitive,  and  the  latter  is 
fnlaiyed,  admitting  the  point  of  the  little  finger.  The  gut  does  not  seem  to  pass  the 
internal  ring,  but  there  is  a  distinct  impulse  on  coughing. 

The  next  certificate,  dated  September  14,  1892,  states: 

On  left  Hi<ie  aji  incomplete  inguinal  hernia;  the  external  ring  is  patulous  and 
enlarged,  and  the  canal  and  internal  ring  are  markedly  sensitive,  somewhat  enlarged, 
admitting  the  point  of  the  little  finger.  The  tumor  is  about  the  size  of  an  almond, 
but  does  not  protrude  from  the  external  ring  nor  pass  into  the  scrotum. 

The  third  certificate,  dated  October  16,  1895,  states: 

The  claimant  has  an  incomplete  inguinal  hernia  or  bubonocele  in  left  inguinal 
canal,  passing  through  the  internal  but  not  through  external  ring;  oblique.  It  is 
only  a  small  tumor  in  inguinal  canal  and  can  be  retained  by  properly  fitting  trtts!>. 
The  external  ring  is  about  H  inches  in  diameter. 

From  these  desc»riptions  it  will  be  seen,  as  before  observed,  that  the 
degree  of  disability  was  not  materially  different  at  the  dates  of  the 
several  examinations.  And  this  gives  rise  to  two  questions:  First, 
was  the  allowance  in  the  last  adjudication  on  the  basis  of  the  mere 
existence  of  the  hernia,  or  for  the  incapacity  arising  therefrom  i  And 
second,  if  the  latter,  as  it  should  have  been,  why  was  pension  made  to 
commence  from  the  date  before  mentioned,  August  3,  1893,  and  not 
from  the  date  of  the  original  application,  July  28,  1890?  Touching 
the  answer  to  the  first  question  it  may  be  stated  that  the  evidence  in 
the  record  is  stronger  for  the  first  than  the  second  basis  of  allowance 
mentioned. 

As  favoring  the  first,  namely,  that  the  existence  of  the  hernia  only 
was  the  reason  for  the  grant  of  pension,  is  the  fact  above  noted,  that 
the  degree  of  disability  was  substantially  the  same  in  1890  as  later; 
that  this  degree  of  disability  does  not  appear,  at  any  time  within  the 
period  referred  to,  to  have  materially  incapacitated  claimant  for  earn- 
ing his  support  by  manual  labor;  and  further,  that  the  rating  was  not 
permitted  to  antedate  the  schedule  fixed  b}"  Ruling  245,  of  December  4, 
1891,  wherein  the  rating  under  the  general  law  for  incomplete  hernia 
is  ^6  per  month. 

For  the  other  view,  or  basis  of  rating,  about  the  onh'  consideration 
is  the  fact  that  the  medical  referee  may  be  supposed  to  have  regarded 
the  rule  under  which  ratings  are  required  to  be  made  under  the  act, 
although  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  he  could  consider  the  medi- 
cal examination  of  September  14,  1892,  as  showing  incapacity  for 
earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  while  that  of  June  17,  1891,  did 
not.     This  he  appears  to  have  done,  as  indicated  by  a  slip  attached  to 
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The  whole  record,  however,  taken  together,  is  eonvineing  of  the 
view  that  the  allowance  and  I'atmg  were  made,  a8  before  suggested, 
upon  the  basis  of  the  mere  existence  of  an  incomplete  hernia.  And 
this  being  true,  it  was  in  direct  opposition  to  and  contravention  of  the 
Department's  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Isaac  B.  Childers  and  Lucius  S. 
Hollis  (10  P.  D.,  397  and  414).  In  these  this  whole  matter  of  the  basis 
of  rating  under  the  act,  the  relation  of  schedule  rates  to  such  l>asis,  and 
the  degree  of  incapacity  from  an  incomplete  hernia  was  discussed. 
The  head  note  of  the  Hollis  case  is  as  follows: 

Any  practice  which  allows  a  rating  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  without  making 
the  d^ree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  the  basis  of  judgment  is 
unwarranted  by  law. 

A  pensionable  condition  can  not  \)e  found  because  designated  by  a  name  of  a  dis- 
ease or  disability,  unless  such  name  or  designation  carries  with  it  the  conclusive  fact 
that  it  embraces  conditions  which  are  of  necessity  of  such  a  character  as  to  pension- 
ably  disable  one. 

Neither  the  tenn  ** complete  inguinal  hernia"  nor  "incomplete  inguinal  hernia  " 
per  se  conveys  any  specific  information  by  reason  of  which  a  rating  could  be  allowed. 

This  brings  forward  the  prime  issue  in  the  case,  as  far  as  the  appeal 
is  concerned,  namely,  Were  the  rejections  complained  of  erroneous  and, 
if  thej'  were,  does  the  last  adjudication  properly  cure  the  errors  and 
give  appellant  what  he  is  entitled  to  under  his  claims?  Preliminary, 
however,  to  a  discussion  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  on  the  score  of 
claimant\s  incapacity  for  earning  his  support  by  manual  labor,  it  is 
proper  to  point  out  another  error  in  the  last  adjudication  in  regard  to 
the  dates  employed  for  commencing  the  ratings  allowed.  As  stated  in 
the  beginning,  these  w^ere  August  3,  1893,  for  the  i-ating  of  $6  per 
month,  and  June  12,  1897,  for  the  rating  of  $8  per  month.  Just  what 
reasons  or  facts  controlled  in  the  adoption  of  these  dates  is  not  under- 
stood. It  is  true  that  the  first  is  the  djite  of  tiling  an  affidavit  wherein 
several  disabilities  were  alleged,  as  catarrh,  disease  of  throat,  affection 
of  lungs  and  heart,  and  the  other  is  the  date  of  filing  a  declaration,  in 
which  are  alleged  rupture  of  left  side,  catarrh,  rheumatism,  debility 
from  age,  and  asking  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  But 
there  are,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  a  number  of  other  declarations  and 
affidavits  containing  the  same  or  similar  allegations.  Aside  from  the 
original  declaration  of  July  28,  1890,  which  alleged  the  rupture  of  left 
side,  catarrh,  and  rheumatism,  the  other  declarations  were  filed  August 
23,  1895,  and  June  12,  1897,  and  the  affidavits  were  filed  January  9, 
1892,  February  3,  1892,  August  3,  1893,  and  April  12,  1894. 

If  it  was  intended  that  the  first  rating  should  Ih^  upon  the  authority 
of  the  medical  examination  of  Septem})er  4,  1892,  as  indicated  by  the 
medical  slip  attached  to  the  brief,  and  if  it  was  deteiTnined  that  the 
rating  should  not  begin  prior  to  December  4,  1891,  date  of  the  sched- 
ule before  mentioned,  then  it  is  not  understood  why  the  rating  should 
not  have  })een  commenced  at  the  date  of  filing  the  first  affidavit  after 
said  schedule  Invanie  effective,  namely  fJanuary  9,  LH;9,2*^  ^y'^Clie  original 
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declaration  had  alleged  the  hernia,  or  rupture  of  left  side,  which  was 
the  basis  of  the  pension,  and  neither  of  the  affidavits  mentioned  did 
allege  it,  but  only  named  other  disabilities,  not  considered  in  the  adju- 
dication as  ratable. 

Again,  when  the  rating  was  raised  to  $8  per  month  it  was  clearly 
on  the  authority  of  a  medical  examination  held  August  17, 1898,  which 
describes  some  disease  of  heart,  while  no  other  examination  had  shown 
it.  The  higher  rating  was  based  on  this  disability.  If  it  was  intended 
to  commence  it  from  the  date  of  filing  a  paper  alleging  disease  of 
heart,  why  not  from  August  23,  1895,  when  the  only  declaration  con- 
taining such  allegation  was  filed.  It  was  not  in  that  filed  June  12, 
1897.  It  is  believed,  however,  that  proper  practice  would  forbid  the 
use  of  either  date,  and  instead  that  the  date  of  commencement  of  the 
$8  per  month  rating  should  have  been  that  of  the  medical  examination 
showing  the  disease  of  heart.  This  for  the  reason  that  the  said  rating 
was  in  the  nature  of  an  increase  and  governed  by  the  rule  relative  to 
all  increase  of  pension.  Certainly  it  should  apply  in  this  particular 
case,  because  the  evidence  does  not  show  existence  of  said  disease  of 
heart  in  a  i*atable  degree  at  the  date  of  filing  the  papers  alleging  it, 
nor  at  any  other  time  prior  to  said  medical  examination  of  August  17, 
1898. 

Reverting  now  to  the  question  whether  claimant  was  entitled  to  any 
rating  at  all  under  the  earlier  claims,  and  whether  the  rejections  wei^ 
erroneous,  it  is  only  necessary  to  consider  the  evidence  showing  his 
condition  in  reference  to  all  alleged  disabilities.  It  has  been  seen  that 
the  read]  udicat ion  is  an  admission  of  error  as  to  a  portion  of  said  rejec- 
tions, but  it  has  been  likewise  seen  that  the  remedy  employed,  or  the 
readjudication  mentioned,  was  equally  erroneous  both  as  to  the  basis 
of  allowance  and  the  dates  of  commencement.  A  careful  review  of 
the  certificates  of  medical  examination  which  have  been  quoted  as  to 
the  rupture  of  left  side  shows  that  in  addition  to  that  disability 
claimant  was  found  to  have  very  slight  disabilities  from  a  catarrhal 
condition  of  the  throat,  impairment  of  hearing,  and  rheumatism,  for 
which  only  small  ratings  were  recommended.  It  is  clear  from  the 
descriptions  that  neither  of  these,  nor  all  together,  can  be  regarded  as 
materially  interfering  with  claimant's  capacity  for  earning  his  support 
by  manual  labor.  At  the  same  time,  when  taken  in  conjunction  with 
the  rupture  of  left  side  and  with  the  fact,  shown  by  the  certificates, 
that  claimant  has  been  rather  obese,  it  may  be  safely  concluded  that  a 
condition  of  incapacity  has  existed  that  would  warrant  the  minimum 
rate  of  pension  under  the  act. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  small  disabilities  named  have  been  of  a 
permanent  character,  and,  as  shown  by  the  examination  of  1898,  have 
somewhat  increa.sod  in  degree.  It  is  also  true  that  the  affidavits  of  one 
or  two  physicians  on  file  indicate  that  the  said  disabilities  were  more 
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severe  than  the}'  are  described  in  the  certitii^atejs.  Thus  it  is  that  when 
considered  in  all  its  phases  the  evidence  will  justify  the  allowance  of 
the  claim  from  the  date  of  the  original  application  at  a  rating  of  $6 
per  month,  with  increase  to  $8  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  medi- 
cal examination  in  1898  (modifying  pamgmph  6  on  page  96  of  "A 
Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  April  9,  1898).  Accordingly  the  action -as 
taken  in  the  several  adjudications  is  reversed  and  the  claim  is  remanded 
for  adjudication  in  conformity  with  views  here  expressed,  including 
such  reissue  as  will  correct  the  errors  pointed  out. 


practice— xiejectiox—no  benefit— disabiljty, 
jVIartin  Wagner. 

1.  A  rating  of  |6  per  month  is  not  commensurate  with  disability  shown  in  this 

case  to  be  due  to  underweight,  emaciation  caused  by  malnutrition  and  neurafi- 
thenia,  nasal  catarrh,  and  a  severe  case  of  bronchial  catarrh. 

2.  A  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  is  not  fully  legally  adjudicated  has 

not  reached  final  action. 

3.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  rejected  on  the  so-called 

ground  of  **no  benefit,'*  but  the  pensioner  should  be  allowed  to  elect  under 
which  law  he  will  draw  his  pension,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ratings 
approved  for  or  allowed  under  each  law  are  not  the  same. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

July  m,  1901. 

Martin  Wagner,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  B,  First  Battalion, 
Eleventh  United  States  Infantry,  was  pensioned  under  the  geneml 
law  at  $4  per  month  from  July  3,  1880,  on  account  of  gunshot  wound 
of  neck,  and  rating  was  increased,  cause  being  the  same,  to  $6  per 
month  from  December  4,  1889.  He  was  allowed  a  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  %S  per  month,  which  pension  dated  from 
January  21,  1891.  His  claim  was  investigated,  which  investigation 
resulted  in  his  being  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  November  4,  1894, 
but  he  was  immediately  restored  to  his  old  rating  at  $6  per  month 
under  the  general  law,  by  reason  of  gunshot  wound  of  neck.  He  filed 
a  claim  for  restoration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  October  9, 
1896,  claim  being  adjudicated,  as  shown  by  the  following  memoranda 
on  the  brief  face: 

Medical:  Gunshot  wound  of  neck  and  disease  of  renpiratory  organs  (not  legally 
establishetl;,  ^,  as  shown  by  the  evidence  now  on  file,  no  benefit.  Not  entitled 
to  restoration  June  13,  1898. 

Legal:  Approved  for  rejection  for  gunshot  wound  of  neck,  disease  of  respiratory 
OT^ns,  general  and  senile  debility  (the  three  last  not  legally  established).  No  l)en- 
efit  a.s  per  action  of  medical  referee  June  14,  1898. 

An  appeal  was  filed  on  OctobiM-  *^,  1898. 
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l'|xm  an  oxaniiimticMi  of  this  mse  the  artion.s  hiken  appeared  to  be 
siniilur  in  character  to  those"  in  the  ease  of  Jonathan  ToUe,  of  Com- 
pauiy  F,  Twenty -third  Indiana  Volunteer  Infantry;  and  lnve«>ti^tion 
showed  that  when  the  Tolle  case  was  originally  considered,  an  opinion 
iHMng  rendered  therein  on  June  30,  1900,  said  opinion  was,  in  i»oine 
i^esjK^cts,  adjudged  by  you  to  be  in  t'onflict  with  fomier  holdings  of 
this  Dejiartment.  You  i-eturned  said  opinion  to  this  Department  ask- 
ing for  further  information  upon  the  views  presented,  the  views  of 
the  l)<*partment  l>eing  thereupon  expressed  in  a  communication  to  you 
dated  October  S,  VMK).  Said  opinion,  somewhat  at  length,  disposed  of 
all  questions  raised  by  3'ou,  and  the  issues  in  within  case,  as  heretofore 
stated,  being  on  parallel  lines  with  those  in  the  Tolle  case,  it  was 
returned  to  you  with  instructions  to  adjudicate  it  in  conformance  with 
the  views  of  the  Department  as  outlined  in  the  communication  of  Octo- 
})er  8,  IfHH),  and  to  then  return  it  to  this  Department. 

The  papers  are  now  l)efore  the  Department,  but  the  a<*tion  requested 
has  not  been  taken.  The  brief  face  has  attached  thereto  a  small  slip  of 
paper,  unsigned,  bearing  the  following: 

Bureau  of  Pennions,  C'tf.  546828.  AVni.  Wagner,  B,  I  Battln.,  11  U.  S.  Inf.— >See 
slip  of  Hon.  Comniiasioner  in  which  he  states  that  the  decision  in  the  Tolle  ca*<e 
referred  to  herein  wan  not  to  lie  considered  a«  a  precedent  or  in  any  manner  change 
the  present  practice  of  the  Bureau. 

The  slip  cited  wa%  not  found  in  the  case,  but  in  the  files  of  the  Tolle 
case  there  is  a  memorandum  among  the  loose  papei-s  of  which  the  slip 
attached  to  the  brief  face  in  the  case  at  bar  appears  to  be  a  partial  but 
a  correct  quotiition. 

The  Departmentjil  opinion  of  October  8,  1900,  and  which  is  the  one 
referred  to  in  your  slip  in  the  Tolle  case,  is  as  follows: 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Washington y  Oclo^fcr  S.  1900, 
The  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Sir:  In  response  to  your  communication,  herewith,  of  August  1,  1900,  accompanied 
by  the  papers  in  the  ca*«e  of  Jonathan  Tolle,  Company  F,  Twenty-third  Indiana 
Infantry,  which  was  decided  on  appeal  June  JiO,  1900,  Dotiket  No.  47952,  notii-e  is 
taken  of  your  comments  relative  to  the  rejection  of  claims  filed  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  on  the  ground  of  "  no  l)enefit,"  when  said  applicants  are  already  iwnsioners 
under  the  general  law,  an<l  su^esting  that  the  decisions  of  the  Dei>artment  are  not 
altogether  consistent. 

In  view'  of  the  fact  that  the  conditions  in  a  given  numl)er  of  cases  are  not  always 
the  same  the  inconsistenc  es  are  not  apparent,  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  aV.tion  taken 
in  such  cases  was  due  to  "inadvertence  or  misai)prehension." 

The  use  of  the  language  **rejei*ted  on  the  ground  of  no  l)enefit"  is  regarded  as 
unfortunate,  and,  in  a  degree,  it  is  unsatisfactory  and  misleading  to  the  claimant, 
since  the  statutes  (section  4715,  Revised  Statutes)  distinctly  provides  that  a  i^ensioner 
may  elect  which  p(»nsion  he  will  re<*eive.  In  other  words,  he,  the  pensioner,  is 
granted  the  privilege  of  making  his  own  election,  rather  than  being  forced  lo  accept 
the  pension  which  may  be  presumed  to  In?  uiost  l)eneficial  to  hiin. 

Your  attention  is  invited  to  the  case  of  Joseph  Muckenstorm.  late  of  Com|>any  K, 
Forty-fourth   In<liana  Infantry,  who  was  in  receipt  of  a  pensicm  at  $8  i»er  month 
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under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  who  had  also  api)lied  for  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law.  Under  date  of  October  12, 1897,  you  informed  the  claimant  that  the  allow- 
ance of  the  latter  claim  would  confer  no  benefit,  as  the  rate  would  be  less  than  that 
paid  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Hence  the  claim  under  the  general  law  was 
rejected.  On  appeal,  December  7,  1898  (10  P.  D.,  p.  61),  said  a<iverse  action  was  set 
aside  under  the  provisions  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  first  proviso  of 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  with  the  following  instructions: 

"The  prac^tice  of  rejecting  a  general-law  claim,  after  its  admission,  solely  upon  the 
ground  that  it  confers  no  benefit  upon  claimant  .because  of  a  previous  rating  under 
some  other  law,  and  of  so  notifying  claimant,  should  he  abandoned  as  contrary  to 
law.  *  *  *  You  will,  therefore,  at  once  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to 
I)revent  the  rejection  of  such  a  claim  as  the  one  at  bar  as  of  *no  benefit'  A  claimant 
is  entitled  to  know  the  facts,  and  any  notice  to  him  couched  in  such  language  as  will 
lead  him  to  believe  that  a  different  action  has  been  taken  in  his  claim  than  that 
actually  taken  is  not  in  accordance  with  good  practice." 

I  infer  from  your  statement  that  since  the  rendition  of  the  decision  above  referred 
to  the  rule  therein  laid  down  relative  to  general  law  claims  has  been  followed  by 
the  Bureau,  but  that  the  practice  of  rejecting  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
on  the  ground  of  **  no  benefit"  has  been  adhered  to  where  the  claimant  was  already 
a  pensioner  under  the  general  law,  and  this  oftentimes  without  the  claim  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  having  been  legally  established. 

While  it  may  be  true  in  many  cases  that  a  pension  under  the  general  law  would 
be  preferable  to  a  claimant,  yet  a  prohibition  or  limitation  of  his  rights  under  the 
statute  is  not  permissible.  A  claimant  may  have  reason  for  preferring  a  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and,  as  the  right  of  election  is  conferred  by  law,  it  is 
unlawful  and  unjust  to  deprive  him  of  that  right.  Furthermore,  it  is  observed  that 
the  indorsements  on  the  face  brief  and  the  letters  of  rejection  are  not  always  uni- 
form. Sometimes  the  indorsement  is  simply  "  Rejection,  no  benefit  conferred; "  or 
**No  issue,  no  benefit,"  no  rate  named,  and  the  letters  of  rejection  are  not  definite 
as  to  the  true  cause  of  rejection. 

It  is  true  that  in  some  instances  on  appeal  the  action  of  rejection  has  been  aiSirnied 
in  view  of  the  medical  evidence  and  the  certificates  of  examining  surgeons,  yet  the 
practice  or  details  of  formal  action  have  been  open  to  criticism.  There  appears  no 
frood  reason  why  formal  action  should  not  l)e  taken  in  all  respei'ts  in  such  claims 
filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  just  as  though  there  had  been  no  adjudication 
under  said  act  or  any  other  former  law. 

You  also  invite  attention  to  the  practice  which  obtains  in  your  Bureau  of  submit- 
ting cases  for  medical  action  which  have  not  been  "legally  established,"  and  if,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  meflical  referee,  claimant  is  not  entitled  to  a  rate,  or  to  a  rate  in 
excess  of  that  paid  under  the  general  law,  adverse  action  is  taken  without  further 
investigation  as  to  the  legal  aspect  of  tlie  case. 

As  a  rule,  but  little  is  required  to  legally  establish  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act.  It  is  observed  that  in  most  cases  a  properly  executed  declaration  which  is 
supported  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department  is  sufficient  to  legally  establish  the 
claim.  In  some  c»ses  evidence  as  to  nature  and  length  of  service  or  a.**  to  the  exist- 
ence of  \ncious  habits  may  he  required,  but  this  can  cause  but  little  ex|>ense  or 
delay.  * 

In  his  declaration  the  claimant  asserts  his  rights  under  the  provisions  of  law,  legally 
and  medically,  and  he  is  entitled  to  a  proper  adjudication  of  his  claim  upon  all 
j)oints.  The  adverse  medical  action  is  sometimes  unsatisfactory,  and  an  appeal  is 
entered,  and  the  l)oard  of  pension  appeals  is  confronted  with  a  claim  half  adjudicated, 
as  in  the  Tolle  case,  to  which  you  refer. 

As  already  indicated,  a  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  a  claimant  would  require  a  full 
and  complete  adjudication  of  the  claim,  and  after  having  been  legally  established, 
the  ni€»dical  action  necessary  to  indicate  the  degree  of  disability  existing  shoul<l  be 
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obtaineil.     It  in  also  Piip^re^ted  that  if  adverse  action  be  finally  taken  the  indor^- 
nient  on  the  fat»e  brief  and  the  letter  of  rejection  should  set  forth  clearly  and  speci- 
fically the  reation  therefor.     I  am  convinced  that  if  this  were  done  it  would  redui-e 
materially  the  nunilier  of  appeals. 
The  papers  in  the  ca*«e  of  Jonathan  Tolle  are  herewith  returned. 

The  prinoipU^s  involved  were  general  ones,  applk*able  to  a  large 
number  of  cases,  and  it  is  apparent  that  you  so  considered  them,  for 
you  so  expressed  youi"self  in  your  communication  of  August  1,  19(H), 
to  which  the  departmental  opinion  of  October  8, 1900,  was  an  answer. 
You  stated,  in  your  said  communication,  that  some  6,000  cases,  the  pre- 
vious year,  involved  the  same  issue.  The  language  used,  the  issues 
involved,  and  the  conclusions  reached,  after  an  extended  discussion^ 
ail  preclude  any  theory  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  said  opinion  were 
of  effect  only  so  far  as  the  Tolle  claim  was  concerned.  The  opinion  of 
October  8,  1900,  was  designed  to  cover,  and  did  cover,  all  cases  where 
the  issues  discussed  arose;  its  effect  was  demonsti-ated  to  be  general  by 
its  very  terms  and  tenor,  and  it  should  have  been  so  considered  by  you, 
not  only  in  the  case  at  bar,  but  in  all  cases  of  like  import  that  have 
been  adjudicated  since  the  receipt  by  you  of  said  opinion. 

The  Department  does  not  propose  to  hold  the  Pension  Bureau  to  any 
specific  line  of  detailed  procedure  which  involves  the  adjudication  of 
cases  like  the  Tolle  case  and  the  one  at  bar.  It  does,  however,  hold 
and  order  as  follows: 

First.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  reached  final  adjudication  until  all  necessary  evidence  for  a  legal 
adjudication  has  been  obtained,  and  a  legal  approval  or  rejection  had 
upon  said  evidence. 

Second.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  shall  be  rejected 
upon  the  so-called  ground  of  "  no  benefit,"  for  if  a  claimant,  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890,  is  entitled  to  a  rating,  from  a  medical  standpoint, 
such  rating  shall  be  spread  upon  the  face  brief  in  every  such  case 
unless  the  claim  stands  already  rejected  from  a  legal  standpoint. 

Third.  In  the  event  that  a  claimant  is  accorded  any  rating  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890,  but  is  already  on  the  rolls  under  the  general  law, 
he  shall  be  notified  of  the  action  taken  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms,  and  no  certificate  shall  issue  under 
said  act  unless  he  shall  so  elect,  having  been  previousl}^  notified  by  you 
of  the  rating  approved  for. 

it  is  evident  to  those  accustomed  to  deal  with  appeals  in  pension 
cas<»s  that  the  main  object  of  great  numbers  of  appellants  is  to  obtain 
specific  information  regarding  the  status  of  their  cases,  or  to  have  a 
clearer  knowledge  of  the  reasons  for  action  taken  by  you  than  is  given 
them  in  the  letters  of  advice  sent  out  upon  the  subject  from  the  Pen 
sion  Bureau.  This  point  is  referred  to  in  the  departmental  opinion 
of  October  8,  1900,  in  the  ToUc  case,  and  it  becomes  daily  more  and 
more  apparent  to  the  Department  that  the  num})er  of  appeals  would 
be  ofreatly  less(Mied  if  the  actions  of  api).oval  or  rejection  were  plainly 
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and  unambiguously  stated  on  the  brief  face,  covering  all  the  points  at 
issue  clearly  anS  concisely,  and  the  claimant  notified  of  such  actions  in 
language  and  terms  which  were  unmistakable  in  their  meaning,  and 
which  would  convey  to  him  all  the  information  he  was  entitled  to 
receive. 

The  legal  questions  in  this  case  having  been  disposed  of,  there  is 
another  question,  one  of  fact,  which  it  becomes  necessary  for  the 
Department,  under  the  appeal,  to  consider. 

Claimant  asserts  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  restored  to  the  rolls  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  a  greater  than  $6  rate,  from  October  9, 
1896,  and  he  was  medically  examined  under  this  claim  for  restoration 
on  March  24,  1897.  The  certificate  of  examination  shows  him  to  be 
over  62  years  of  age,  6  feet  2  inches  in  height,  and  119  pounds  in  weight. 
His  personal  appearance  was  that  of  a  small  and  slender  man,  and  his 
bod}''  showed  emaciation,  caused  by  deranged  nutrition,  which,  in  turn, 
may  be  the  result  of  neurasthenia.  He  had  a  scar  2  inches  long  across 
the  front  of  his  neck,  caused  by  a  gunshot  wound,  said  sear  being 
healthy.  He  presented  a  typical  case  of  nasal  catarrh,  and  he  had  a 
well-marked  and  fairly  severe  form  of  bronchial  catarrh,  evidenced 
by  unmistakable  conditions  not  necessary  to  describe  in  detail. 

It  is  concluded,  after  a  careful  consideration,  age  being  considered 
a  factor,  that  a  rating  of  $6  per  month  does  not  adequately  represent 
this  soldier's  impairment  of  physical  ability  to  earn  a  support  by  man- 
ual labor.  Your  action  in  refusing  to  i*ate  him  in  excess  of  $6  per 
month  under  his  declaration  of  October  9,  1896,  is  therefore  reversed 
and  set  aside,  and  you  are  directed  to  allow  him  a  rate  in  excess  of  $6 
per  month,  to  date  from  October  9,  1896. 


death  cause-pathological.  sequence-apoplexy. 

Emily  O.  Dilworth  (widow). 

The  soldier's  death  at  the  age  of  72  years  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  can  not  be  properly 
regarded  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  through  the  neck  incurred  36  years 
prior  thereto,  and  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

Assistant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  th'.  Omimimhmer  of  Peiislfms^ 

July  SI,  190 L 

Emily  O.  Dilworth,  widow  of  Caleb  J.  Dilworth,  formerly  colonel 
of  the  Eighty-fifth  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  filed,  April  12, 1900,  a 
declaration  for  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law  (Xo.  710822) 
alleging  that  her  husband — 

Died  of  a  disability  which  originated  while  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty  on  the 
3d  day  of  February,  1900. 

The  late  officer  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of  a  '' gunshot  wound  of 
right  side  of  neck"  at  the  mte  of  $22.50  per  month  (three-fourths 
total  of  rank).  ^gitizedbyCiOOQlc 
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The  claim  was  n»je<-ted,  November  13,  190(),  in  conformity  with  the 
following  ind()rsc»ment  by  lejijal  reviewer  on  face  brief: 

Appn»ve<l  for  rejei'tkm  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  bital  apoplexy  can  not  \x 
actvptetl  an  due  to  the  ^nshot  wound  of  right  side  of  neck  for  which  pensioned.  No 
other  disfaiH*  allegtni  or  prf)ven  of  8ervice  origin  shown  to  be  a  factor  in  death  cautH'. 
St*"  nuHliiul  at'ticm  on  prece<iing  face  brief. 

The  ine^ieal  action  referred  to  shows  claim  appi-ored  for  rejection 
on  the  jjround  that  soldier's  death  resulted  from  apoplexy  not  due  to 
f^unshot  wound  of  right  side  of  neck. 

The  recognized  attorneys  in  the  case  entered  an  appeal,  November 
lt>.  \{HH),  from  the  action,  contending — 

1.  Krn»r  of  fac*t  on  the  fiart  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  holding  that  the 
death  of  the  soldier  wan  not  the  result  of  the  gunshot  wound  of  right  side  of  neck  fur 
which  he  wa.M  pensioned. 

2.  Error  of  law  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  rejecting  appellant"? 
claim  on  the  ground  stated. 

The  argument  is  advanced  tht^t  the  medical  evidence  filed  in  the 
claim  clearlv  establishes  the  pathological  connection  between  the  wound 
of  the  ne<*k  and  the  cause  of  soldier's  death,  and  such  testimonj-  being 
that  of  reputable  practitioners  skilled  in  their  profession,  one  of  whom 
was  familiar  with  the  soldier's  case  for  a  period  of  twenty -seven  A'ears, 
the  same  can  not  be  lightly  dismissed  as  not  sufficient  to  prove  the 
facts  to  which  it  relates.  The  affidavits  filed  to  sustain  the  claim  are 
set  out  in  the  appeal. 

The  holdings  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Charles 
F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92)  are  also  quoted  to  sustain  the  claim. 

As  stated,  the  soldier  was  pensioned  on  account  of  gunshot  wound 
of  the  neck.  He  was  last  medically  examined  bj'  a  board  of  surgeons 
Novemlier  2, 1892,  under  a  claim  for  increase,  when  the  disability  was 
described  as  follows: 

*  *  «  We  find  the  cicatrix  1  inch  directly  back  of  the  angle  of  the  lower  jaw. 
Cicatrix  at  point  of  entrance  stellate,  1  inch  in  length  and  one-half  inch  in  width. 
Ball  passed  l)ackwani  and  made  its  exit  just  to  the  left  of  second  cervical  vertebra. 
Cicatrix  at  ix)int  of  exit  one-fourth  inch  wide,  1  inch  long,  adherent  to  fascia,  and 
very  tender  upon  pressure.  Very  tender  over  all  the  cervicfd  vertebrae  and  at  point 
of  junction  of  axis  and  atlas. 

The  pulse  rate  was  78,  82,  110;  height,  5  feet  9  inches;  weight,  175 
pounds;  age,  64  years. 

A  copy  of  the  certificate  of  death  obtained  from  the  office  of  health 
commissioner,  city  of  Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  filed  with  the  papers  in  the 
(»ase,  shows  death  of  the  soldier  February  3, 1900;  age,  72  years;  cause 
of  death,  apoplexy,  typhoid  pneumonia;  medical  attendant,  L.  A- 
Edwards,  M.  D.    ^      ^ 

Dr.  Edwards  testified  in  an  affidavit  filed  September  11,  1900,  as 
follows: 

That  she  is  a  practicing  phywician  and  ha*<  U'en  acquainted  with  the  ahove-nanie^ 
soldier  for  almut  twelve  years,  and  that  I  [she]  wat*  first  calle<l  to  treat  and  attend 
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Caleb  J.  Dilworth  on  the  2d  day  of  February,  1900,  about  5  o'clock  p.  m.,  for  the 
illness  or  sickness  of  which  he  afterwards  died.  I  found  him  suffering  from  severe 
pains  at  base  of  brain,  extending  in  and  over  left  temple  region,  and  twitching  of 
the  muscles.  During  the  night  of  February  2  he  became  unconscious,  the  whole 
right  side  of  the  body  being  paralyzed.  Death  occurred  at  9.45  p.  m.,  February 
3,  1900. 

My  diagnosis  of  the  case  is  that  he  died  from  apoplexy,  or  possibly  an  embolism 
situated  in  left  side  of  brain. 

In  my  judgment  his  death  resulted  from  the  gunshot  wound  in  the  neck  received 
during  service  in  the  United  States  Army  in  the  civil  war.  The  bullet  apparently 
entered  the  back  of  the  neck  in  the  median  line,  passing  beneath  the  stemo-cleido- 
mastoid  muscle,  and  emerged  at  right  side  of  neck,  endangering  seriously  all  tissues 
situated  in  its  course.  The  history  of  his  suffering  as  obtained  from  his  friends  con- 
firmed my  opinion  as  to  the  wound  being  the  direct  cause  of  his  death. 

By  a  misunderstanding  I  made  the  certificate  of  death  read  "Charles  J.  Dilworth^' 
instead  of  Caleb  J.  Dilworth,  which  is  his  correct  name. 

It  will  be  noticed  in  the  certificate  that  the  cause  of  death  assigned  therein  is 
"apoplexy,  typhoid  pneumonia."  The  words  "typhoid  pneumonia"  were  inserted 
out  of  abundant  caution,  and  particularly  for  the  benefit  of  the  undertaker,  and  not 
as  being  the  direct  or  contributing  cause  of  his  death.  At  the  time  I  was  called  in 
at  6  o'clock  p.  m.  on  February  2,  the  day  before  his  death,  the  typhoid-pneumonia 
symptoms  were  of  only  short  duration  and  very  slight,  and  he  was  not  confined  to 
his  bed,  but  was  only  so  confined  after  his  stroke  of  apoplexy  had  occurred. 

There  were  affidavits  of  other  physicians  filed  with  the  case,  but 
none  appears  to  have  any  personal  knowledge  as  to  the  cause  of  death, 
as  the  soldier  was  not  treated  by  any  physician  other  than  Dr. 
EMwards  during  fatal  illness.  The  other  physicians  endeavor  to  show 
that  the  bullet  in  its  course  injured  certain  tissues  which  lead  to  dis- 
ease of  the  nervous  system,  and  that  the  fatal  apoplexy  was  due  to 
such  disease.  One  affiant,  William  N.  Bancroft,  M.  D.,  of  Lexington, 
Nebr.,  expressed  the  opinion  that — 

*  *  *  the  primary  cause  which  led  up  to  his  death  was  a  deep  gunshot  wound  of 
the  back  of  neck,  which  was  wholly  responsible  for  the  general  nerve  degeneration 
and  directly  the  cause  of  spinal  sclerosis  and  cerebral  disease,  which  was  the  cause 
of  his  death. 

It  does  not  appear  that  this  witness  saw  the  soldier  within  a  month 
of  his  death.  This  theory  that  the  disease  of  the  nervous  system  was 
a  factor  in  the  causation  of  the  fatal  apoplexy  will  be  hereafter 
considered. 

It  appeal's  from  Dr.  Edwards's  testimony  that  the  soldier  died  within 
twenty-nine  hours  after  she  first  saw  him  at  5  o'clock  p.  m.  He  was 
then  suffering  with  pain  in  his  head,  and  during  the  night  became 
unconscious  and  was  paralyzed  on  the  whole  right  side.  The  doctor 
concluded  that  this  paralysis  was  due  to  a  rupture  of  a  blood  vessel  of 
the  brain  on  the  left  side,  or  an  embolism. 

This  latter  cause,  embolism,  is  a  plug  carried  from  the  heart  or 
from  some  part  of  the  circulation,  and  when  reaching  one  of  the  ves- 
sels of  the  brain  occludes  same,  causing  transient  loss  of  conscious- 
ness of  varying  duration.  Cerebral  embolism  is  a  disease  of  rather 
'^  v\y  life;  cerebral  hem<)rrhii<jfe  is  one  of  advanced  life-^^-DyvjOOQlC 
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The  history  of  this  case  strongl}'  points  to  a  rupture  of  a  blood  ves- 
sel in  the  brain  rather  than  to  an  embolism  as  the  cause  of  death. 

It  appears  to  be  an  accepted  pathological  fact  that  the  morbid  con- 
dition underlying  intracranial  hemorrhages,  which  is  not  due  to  an 
injury  of  the  skull,  is  invariably  disease  of  the  blood  ve^isels  of  the 
brain  and,  in  most  cases,  disease  of  the  arteries.  It  is  impossible  to 
rupture  a  healthy  ailery  by  any  ordinary  physiological  or  patholog- 
ical disturbance.  Consequently  the  fundamental  facts  concerning  the 
pathology  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  are  those  which  pertain  to  arterial 
disease.     (Dana.) 

Age  is  undoubtedl}"  one  of  the  most  usual  pi^edisposing  causes  for 
such  degenemtion  or  softening  of  the  walls  of  the  arteries  of  the  brain. 
This  pensioner  was  72  years  of  age;  hence  had  reached  an  age  when 
such  arterial  degeneration  might  be  expected. 

There  is  no  medical  authorit}'^  to  sustain  the  hypothesis  that  an 
ancient  wound  through  the  soft  tissues  of  the  neck  would  lead  to  such 
degenerative  changes  in  the  arteries  of  the  brain  and  cause  death 
thirty-six  years  after  its  incurrence.  The  affiants  in  this  case,  in 
attributing  the  fatal  apoplexy^  to  a  disease  of  the  nervous  system,  lose 
sight  of  the  fact  that  the  nervous  system  is  only  involved  by  reason  of 
the  disease  of  the  vascular  system,  and  that  a  disease  of  the  nervous 
system  such  as  sclerosis,  which  is  fc:aid  to  have  existed  in  this  case,  was 
not  pathologically  related  to  the  disease  of  the  blood  vessels  which  led 
to  the  rupture  and  consequent  paralysis. 

The  action  appealed  from  was  therefore  in  accord  with  the  facts  in 
the  case  and  accepted  pathology,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 


PATHOLOGICAL.    8EQUENCE-BLINDXE9S-DISEASE    OF   HEABT-SPINAL 

INJURY. 

James  Fitzgarield. 

The  soldier  is  a  pensioner  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  injury  to  right  shoulder  and 
resulting  muscular  atrophy,  paralysis  of  right  arm  and  resulting  total  disability  of 
same.  He  is  totally  blind  from  glaucoma,  which  is  alleged  to  be  a  result  of  nea- 
ralgia,  caused  by  a  fall  from  his  horse,  by  which  he  incurred  the  injury  to  his 
shoulder. 

The  facta  in  the  case,  supported  by  medical  authority,  warrant  the  conclusiou  that 
said  blindness  is  due  to  spinal  injury,  or  to  disease  of  heart,  or  both.  Action 
reversed. 

A88i'Ma?)t  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

Jxily  31,  190L 

James  Fitzgarield,  formerly  a  sergeant  in  Troop  F,  Fifth  United 
States  Cavalry,  a  pensioner  under  the  geueml   law  on  account  of 
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"disease  of  heart,  injury  to  right  shoulder  and  resulting  muscular 
atrophy,  and  paralysis  of  right  arm  and  resulting  total  disability  of 
same/'  at  $36  per  month,  filed  June  15, 1898,  a  declaration  for  increase 
of  rate  of  pension,  in  which  he  alleged  increase  of  disabilit}-  from  pen- 
sioned causes,  and  that — 

Application  is  also  hereby  made  for  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  a  new  dis- 
ability, to  wit:  At  Fort  Robinson,  in  the  State  of  Nebraska,  on  or  about  the  2l8t  of 
April,  1884,  at  the  time  he  received  the  injury  to  right  shoulder,  on  the  above- 
stated  date,  he  felt  a  severe  pain  in  his  head,  which  resulted  in  neuralgia,  which  dis- 
ability resulted  in  the  total  loss  of  sight  of  both  eyes;  that  his  physical  condition  is 
such  that  he  has  to  have  the  aid  and  assistance  of  an  attendant  all  the  time;  that  he 
can  not  eat,  dress,  or  undress  without  assistance;  he  can  [not]  travel  alone  or  help 
himself  in  any  manner;  that  all  his  right  side  is  paralyzed;  that  on  the  above-named 
date  he  received  an  injury  to  the  muscles  of  his  back,  which  adds  to  his  disabilities. 

By  medical  action  dated  March  27, 1899,  increase  of  rate  of  pension 
was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  then  paid  was  commensurate 
with  the  degree  of  disability  resulting  from  causes  for  which  pension 
had  been  gi*anted,  and  that  neuralgia  of  head  and  alleged  results  (glau- 
coma) could  not  be  accepted. 

Subsequent  to  filing  this  claim  for  increase  a  guardian  for  the  soldier 
was  appointed,  who,  through  the  recognized  attorney  in  the  case, 
filed  April  29,  1899,  an  appeal,  contending,  in  effect,  that  injustice 
was  done  in  rejecting  the  claim  as  the  disabilities  with  whi(!h  the 
soldier  suffers -are  the  results  of  his  military  service;  that  he  (soldier) 
is  entirely  blind;  that  he  can  not  walk  unaided,  and  can  not  dress  or 
undress  himself.  He  states  that  his  head  was  injured  by  l)eing  thrown 
from  his  horse  while  on  duty  and  that  his  present  helpless  condition 
resulted  therefrom. 

The  papers  in  the  case  were  forwarded  by  the  bureau  to  the  Depart- 
ment, February  21,  1901,  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  medical 
referee  to  the  effect  that  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the  soldier  and 
the  imperfect  history  of  the  disabling  causes  then  existing  a  special 
examination  of  the  claim  was  desirable  with  a  view  of  obtaining  a 
clinical  history  of  all  disabling  causes  of  a  permanent  character.  The 
Department  concluded  that  such  examination  was  necessary  and 
directed  that  same  be  made. 

The  reports  of  the  special  examiners  were  duly  received;  the  claim 
was  readjudicated  and  again  rejected  on  the  same  ground,  and  the 
papers  were  returned  to  this  office  for  the  disposition  of  the  appeal. 
Thereupon  the  case  was  carefully  reviewed,  and  it  appearing  to  the 
Department  from  all  the  evidence,  including  that  recently  adduced, 
that  the  claim  that  loss  of  sight  was  due  to  the  pensioned  causes  was 
well  founded  the  papers  were  again  retm-ned  to  the  bureau  with  the 
request  that  the  Department  be  informed  as  to  all  the  reasons  why  it 
was  not  so  accepted;  that  if  such  conclusion  was  based  upon  patho- 
logical facts,  or  upon  theorv,  the  same  should  be  demonstrated.        ^ 
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Th**  |)H|)oi-s  aro  now  In^foro  tho  Doiiartnient  with  the  report  i-eqiie?ted, 
whieh  is  as  follows: 

In  the  communication  from  the  honorable  Ass«iptant  Secretary,  of  June  4,  1901,  a 
titatenient  w  requested  from  thia  Bureau  as  to  why  the  injury  to  tlie  soldiers  spinal 
ami  which  he  inrurre<l  in  nervice  is  not  regarde<l  as  a  probable  cause  of  blindness  a^ 
allege<l;  whether  disease  of  heart  for  which  the  soldier  is  pensioned  might  be  a  factor 
in  causing  blindncKv,  and  the  facets  or  theory  on  which  our  conclusions  are  baited. 

The  soldier  enliste<l  May  14,  1881.  The  medical  rei-ords  show  that  he  was  treated 
in  1881,  three  days  in  July,  for  acute  diarrhea,  and  four  days  in  November  for  catarrti. 
In  1S82,  four  days  in  March  for  neuralgia,  six  days  in  July  for  acute  diarrhea,  four 
days  in  October  for  acute  dysentery,  and  five  days  in  November  for  acute  diarrhea. 
In  188:^,  four  days  in  April  for  tonsi litis.  From  January  23  to  29,  1884,  and  again 
from  February  1  to  2,  1884,  the  records  show  treatment  for  neuralgia  (malarial), 
functional  disease  of  the  heart,  constant  increased  action  of  the  heart,  cardiac  pain 
and  at  timet'  palpitation.  Abuse  of  tobacco  was  given  as  a  cause  for  the  heart  dis- 
turbance, its  use  was  interdicted,  and  the  soldier  was  returned  to  duty  February  2, 

1884,  '* action  of  heart  normal  and  cure  apparently  complete." 

Fnmi  the  context  it  seems  prolwible  that  the  '* neuralgia  (malarial)"  referred  to 
the  "(ardiac  pain"  conne(*te<l  with  the  functional  heart  disturbance.  The  other 
record  of  "neuralgia"  in  1882  showecl  treatment  only  from  July  9  to  10. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  reconls  to  show  that  the  soldier  had  any  disease  of  any 
consequence  except  what  may  l)e  termed  a  "tobacco  heart,"  up  to  the  date  of  hia 
admission  on  April  21,  1884,  for  "sprain  of  right  shoulder  joint,"  for  which  he  was 
continued  under  treatment  until  he  was  discharged  on  September  9,  1884.  The  cer- 
tificate of  disability  for  di-schaige  stated  that  his  disability  was  "chronic  inflammation 
of  right  shoulder  joint  c«use<l  by  a  fall  from  his  horse."     *    ♦    ♦ 

These  records  were  made  at  a  frontier  post  in  time  of  peace,  *and  consequently 
would  be  more  deliberately  considered  than  in  the  hurry,  confusion,  and  excitement 
of  war.  Had  there  been  any  complications  they  would  have  been  noted.  Dr.  Walter 
Reed,  who  made  the  ^certificate  of  disability,  stated  in  a  communication  to  the 
Adjutant-General  of  the  Army  under  date  of  April  10,  1885,  "It  was  not  known 
that  he  (Fitzgarield)  had  sustaine<l  any  concussion  of  the  spine  or  any  other  injury 
except  severe  Hj)rain  and  contusion  of  right  shoulder,  followed  by  inflammation  and 
stiffness  of  the  joint.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  "paralysis  of  the  right  leg,  neuralgia 
of  tlie  right  side  of  face,  neck,  right  side  of  chest,  head,  and  stomach"  as  set  forth 
in  the  letter  of  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  resulted  from  any  injoiy 
received  !)y  the  claimant  while  in  the  service. 

It  is  shown  that  the  soldier  was  under  Dr.  Reed's  observation  about  a  month  before 
he  was  discharged.  The  next  record  of  the  soldier  was  on  his  entrance  to  the  Sol- 
diers' Home  Hospital,  of  Washington,  D.  C.  That  record,  made  October  24,  1884, 
was  "contusion  of  right  shoulder  an<i  knee."  The  following  day,  October  25,  the 
record  was  made:  "  Inflammation  of  right  shoulder  joint  and  injury  to  brachial 
plexus  of  nerves,  causetl  ajiparently  by  a  blow  or  fall."     From  this  date  to  June  26, 

1885,  the  retiord  shows  he  was  treated  for  "contusion  of  right  shoulder  and  knee, 
concussion  of  spine,  and  injury  of  brachial  plexus." 

The  first  medical  examination  was  ma^le  December  1,  1884,  at  which  time  there 
was  shown  some  marked  atrophy  of  the  muscles  of  the  right  shoulder  and  arm,  w^itli 
w^eaknes.'^,  loss  of  mobility,  and  indications  of  involvement  of  the  brachial  plexus  of 
nerves  from  the  injury  to  the  shoulder.  This  condition  was  pensioned  as:  "  Injury 
to  right  shoulder  and  resulting  muscular  atrophy."  This  is  the  only  disability  that 
has  been  admitted  as  a  result  of  the  injury  alleged  from  the  fall  from  a  horse  in  the 
service.  Pension  for  disease  of  the  heart  was  allowed  in  1885,  and  the  paralysis 
(hemiplegia)  was  admitted  as  a  result,  not  of  the  injury  to  the  shoulder  but  of  the 
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valvular  disease  of  the  heart.  The  hemiplegia  is  considered  as  of  cerebral  origin. 
There  is  evidence  that  intemperance  was  an  important  factor  in  its  production,  but 
it  is  also  a  possible  result  of  the  valvular  disease  of  the  heart,  and  as  such  result  has 
been  admitted.  Disease  of  the  spine  has  not  been  satisfactorily  shown  to  exist  The 
symptoms  alleged  as  disease  of  spine  in  the  declaration  of  January  26^  1885,  were 
covered  by  the  approval  and  rate  in  the  medical  action  of  June  8,  1885,  and  to  this 
action  the  statement  on  the  brief  under  date  of  March  30,  1887,  referred. 

Upon  examination  of  the  soldier  on  February  20, 1885,  the  board  reported  impaired 
vision  of  both  eyes.  There  had  been  no  previous  complaint  of  the  eyes.  Oi> 
July  21,  1885,  the  first  claim  for  eye  trouble  was  made — that  is,  after  the  exam- 
ining surgeons  had  discovered  the  impaired  vision.  The  certificate  of  September  17, 
1885,  shows  optic  neuritis  and  nothing  suggestive  of  glaucoma  or  anything  that  would 
lead  to  it  The  examining  board*s  report  of  March  1,  1887,  stated,  "  tension  of  eye- 
balls normal,"  showing  that  "glaucoma"  had  not  then  developed.  When  exam- 
ined March  31,  1897,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  attention  of  the  board  was  called  to  . 
the  ^ye  trouble.  The  declarations  filed  March  19,  1896,  and  September  23, 1896,  did 
not  refer  to  the  affection  of  the  eyes.  The  soldier  testified  before  Special  Examiner 
Walsh:  **  I  was  never  treated  for  my  eyes  at  all  until  August,  1897,  when  they  became 
inflamed  as  stated.  *  *  *  Dr.  Thomas  Miller,  Washington,  D.  C,  then  treated 
me  for  my  eyes."  Dr.  Miller  testified  before  Special  Examiner  Reily :  **  I  don't  find 
a  record  of  treatment  on  my  books.  It  was  about  1897.  My  recollection  of  the  man 
is  that  he  was  almost  totally  blind.  Keratitis,  also  iritis,  was  his  ailment  There 
was  a  combination  of  troubles  including  conjunctivitis.  Glaucoma  had  already  set 
in."  The  next  treatment  shown  was  that  by  Dr.  Cobum,  who  testified  before 
Special  Examiner  Walsh:  "  Upon  reference  to  my  book  here  I  find  I  first  prescribed 
for  the  said  soldier  on  December  7,  1898.  That  is  the  date  of  the  first  charge  against 
him,  though  I  may  have  given  him  some  little  office  treatment  before  that  date. 
My  principal  treatment  of  him  w^as  in  the  winter  of  189^99.  When  I  was  called  to 
see  him  that  time  he  was  suffering  with  an  attack  of  the  grip.  Said  attack  was  very 
stubborn  and  did  not  yield  easily  to  treatment.  It  was  about  March  before  he  was 
able  to  leave  his  room,  having  lasted  from  the  preceding  December.  His  condition 
was  very  serious  during  that  illness.  He  had  been  drinking  pretty  hard  just  before 
that  attack,  and  I  attributed  the  (M)mplications  of  his  sickness  to  the  fact  of  his 
drinking.  He  was  delirious,  and  that  condition  grew  worse  and  he  became  violent. 
His  stomach  refused  to  work  and  I  had  difiiculty  in  correcting  that  condition.  His 
food  at  times  would  pass  through  him  without  being  digested,  and  then  again  he 
would  vomit  his  food  up.  No,  he  did  not  drink  any  after  I  began  to  treat  him  that 
time.  The  delirious  condition  lasted  all  that  winter  up  to  March.  At  times  he 
would  be  rational  but  only  for  a  few  minutes  at  a  time;  then  he  would  become  deliri- 
ous again.  I  began  to  despair  that  his  reason  would  ever  return.  We  were  begin- 
ning to  think  about  sending  him  to  the  insane  asylum  and  that  was  the  time  a 
guardian  was  appointed  for  him.  I  attributed  that  delirium  to  the  complication  of 
the  grip  and  the  conditipn  of  his  stomach.  The  condition  of  his  stomach  I  attrib- 
uted to  his  drinking  just  before  he  was  taken  with  the  grip.  I  think,  though,  that 
if  he  had  not  had  the  grip  the  delirium  would  not  have  followed.  *  *  *  I  remem- 
ber now  that  he  has  been  totally  blind  since  his  recovery  from  that  attack  in  March, 
1899." 

In  August,  1898,  just  prior  to  the  attack  of  the  grip  above  described,  the  soldier 
was  examined  by  the  Doylestown,  Pa.,  board.  The  report  described  quite  consider- 
able heart  trouble,  and  stated:  "  This  above  disease  of  heart  seems  to  be  the  result 
of  la  grippe,  of  which  he  has  had  two  attacks;"  so  that  the  attack  in  December 
following  was  the  third  attack  of  grip  suffered  by  the  soldier.  Glaucoma  was 
described  as  present  at  that  time.  The  soldier  had  an  examination  at  home  by  an 
expert  on  March  8,  1899.    His  statement  to  the  expert  in  reference  to  his  eyes  was 
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that  ''al>out  August,  1897,  had  acute  neuralgia  in  right  eye,  followed  in  twenty-four 
hourH  by  neuralgia  in  left  eye,  the  right  eye  having  had  slight  neuralgia  since  injury 
(from  fall  of  horse  in  the  ser\'ice) .  Sight  began  to  fail  about  August,  1897,  and  since 
alK>ut  June,  1898,  has  been  lost."  The  diagnosis  of  the  expert  was:  '* Glaucoma, 
(*hronic  and  advanced  stage,  in  both  eyes;  total  blindness  of  both  eyes.''  The  report 
further  stated:  **  Patient  has  hypertrophy  of  heart,  but  the  glaucoma  has  probably 
resulted  from  nervous  sho(^k,  producing  hemiplegia;  and  vascular  changes  induced 
by  injury." 

It  is  beyond  comprehension  how  an  injury  such  as  it  is  shown  this  soldier  received 
in  the  service  could  produce  *  Vascular  changes*'  or  the  degeneration  of  the  blood 
vessels,  as  the  term  implies.  The  hemiplegia  described  was  evidently  not  due  to 
"nervous  shock,"  but  was  due,  in  all  probability,  to  rupture  of  a  degenerated  blood 
vessel  in  the  brain,  or  occlusion  of  a  cerebral  vessel  by  an  embolus  or  thrombus.  It 
has  l)een  accepted  as  due  to  the  disease  of  heart  The  etiology  of  glaucoma  is 
obs(*ure.  It  does  not  accompany  disease  of  heart,  paralysis,  or  disease  of  spine  with 
such  frequency  as  to  be  considered  a  pathological  result 

It  is  stated  in  the  communication  from  the  honorable  Assistant  Secretary  of  June 
4,  1901:  ^' The  disease  causing  the  blindness  has  been  diagnosticated  as  glaucoma. 
*  *  *  It  appears  to  be  a  well-established  pathological  fact  that  injuries  of  the 
spinal  cord  sometimes  lead  to  this  disease  (Oliver — ^Text-book  on  Ophthalmology), 
particularly  when  that  part  of  the  cord  is  involved  at  the  juncture  of  the  cervical 
and  dorsal  portions."  *  *  *  Reference  to  the  text-book  noted  shows  the  follow- 
ing statement  on  page  529,  subject,  glaucoma:  "The  r51e  played  by  the  nervous 
system  in  the  increase  of  the  intraocular  pressure  in  man  is  not  well  understood. 
Moreen,  however,  relates  an  interesting  case  of  double  glaucoma,  with  a  subsequent 
attack  of  interstitial  keratitis,  which  was  apparently  produced  by.  a  myelitis  of  the 
spinal  cord  near  the  junction  of  the  cervical  and  dorsal  portions.  In  this  case  the 
glaucomatous  condition  was  cured  by  an  iridectomy,  which  was  supplemented  by 
the  use  of  mercurial  inunctions.  He  states  that  he  has  seen  4  other  somewhat  simi- 
lar cases." 

Such  reports  simply  demonstrate  that  in  the  5  "  somewhat  similar  "  cases  the  asso- 
ciation of  glaucoma  and  spinal  disease  was  observed.  A  pathological  connection 
was  not  shown.  The  idea  that  perverted  nerve  supply  is  causative  of  glaucoma  has 
been  widely  held,  from  the  fact  that  various  reflex  neuralgias  are  frequently  caused 
by  the  increase  of  ocular  tension  in  its  incipient  stages,  before  the  tnie  state  of  affairs 
has  l)een  diagnosticated.  Such  neuralgias  usually  subside  after  an  iridectomy,  or 
after  the  destructive  work  of  the  eye  disease  has  been  accomplished,  thus  demon- 
strating that  the  glaucoma  w^as  the  primary  cause  of  the  whole  trouble.  Priestly 
ffmith,  in  bin  claj*^ic  work  on  glaucoma,  quotes  a  case  in  which  glaucoma  attacked 
cjac'h  eye  Huccossively  after  losing  a  game  at  cards.  It  nill  hardly  be  held  that  the 
losji  of  a  game  of  cards  is  a  rause  of  glaucoma  or  other  disease  of  eyes.  The  Bureau 
in  a<ljudicating  its  multitudinous  ca*>ies  musi.  be  guided  by  the  commonly  a(^«pte*l 
niles  of  pathology  alone.  If  the  pofit  hoc  ergo  propter  hoc  idea  were  employed,  the 
work  would  become  involved  in  inextricable  confusion. 

However,  as  disea^se  of  the  spinal  conl  was  not  found  when  the  soldier  was  last 
examined  by  a  board  in  189S,  there  in  no  rea.Mon  for  admitting  any  alleged  or  theo- 
retical results  of  the  same. 

Tn  my  opinion  the  n^jectroii  of  glaucoma  as  a  result,  a^  alleged,  was  proper,  and  it 
is  adhered  to. 

While  this  report  is  of  considerable  length,  it  is  discursive  and  doe;? 
not*  convey  to  the  Department  the  reasons  why  the  soldier's  blindness 
can  not  be  accepted  lis  due  to  his  military  service. 
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A  careful  analysis  of  said  report  discloses  that  it  can  be,  for  pur- 
poses of  discussion,  divided  into  five  different  parts. 

1.  Treating  of  the  record  history  of  the  soldier,  including  deduc- 
tions from  that  historj\ 

2.  Synopses  of  medical  examinations  by  boards  of  surgeons. 

3.  Evidence  filed  by  the  soldiier  and  that  obtained  by  special  exam- 
ination. 

4.  Consideration  of  the  examination  of  the  soldier  by  the  expert 
(oculist). 

5.  Discussion  of  all  the  evidence;  a  consideration  of  authorities  and 
conclusions  reached  thereunder. 

Referring  to  the  first  division  of  the  report,  the  same  sets  out  that 
the  soldier  was  treated  for  diarrhea,  catarrh,  neuralgia,  dysentery^ 
and  tonsilitis,  but  as  said  diseases  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  ques- 
tion at  issue  they  will  not  be  further  considered. 

In  regard  to  disease  of  heart,  it  is  stated  that  there  is  nothing  in  tBe 
records  to  show  that  the  soldier  had  any  disease  of  the  heart  of  any 
consequence,  except  what  niay  be  termed  a  '^  tobacco  heart,"  yet  pen- 
sion was  granted  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  and,  as  will  be  shown 
further  on,  paralysis  of  right  side  is  regarded  by  the  Bureau  as  due 
thereto,  and  that  the  rate  of  pension  has  been  made  to  cover  the  disa- 
bility arising  from  this  cause. 

The  record  further  shows  that  on  April  21,  1884,  the  soldier  was 
admitted  (to  post  hospital)  for  '^sprain  of  shoulder  joint,"  for  which  he 
was  continued  under  treatment  until  he  was  discharged,  September  9, 
1884,  on  account  of  chronic  inflammation  of  right-shoulder  joint, 
caused  by  a  fall  from  his  horse.  The  comment  is  made  that  these  rec- 
ords were  made  at  a  frontier  post  in  time  of  peace,  and  consequently 
would  have  been  more  deliberately  considered  than  in  the  hurry,  con- 
fusion, and  excitement  of  war,  and  had  there  been  any  complications 
they  would  have  been  noted.  This  would  be  generally  true,  but  in 
the  case  under  consideration  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  diagnosis  of 
sprain  of  shoulder,  althou^jh  deliberately  made,  was  not  in  all  respects 
correct,  as  the  after  history  shows  that  total  paral^^sis  of  the  arm,  with 
symptoms  indicating  injury  of  the  spinal  cord,  followed  the  injury. 
These  disastrous  results  would  hardly  follow  an  uncomplicated  sprain 
of  the  shoulder.  It  is  true  the  post  surgeon  who  made  the  certificate 
of  disability  upon  which  the  soldier  was  discharged  from  the  service 
stated  in  an  indorsement  that  ''  it  was  not  known  that  he  (soldier)  had 
sustained  a  concussion  of  the  spine,"  but  the  fact  remains  that  the  rec- 
ords of  Barnes  Hospital,  United  States  Soldiers'  Home,  to  which  the 
soldier  was  admitted  one  month  and  a  half  after  his  discharge,  show 
that  he  was  then  suffering  with  concussion  of  the  spine.  The  surgeon 
in  charge  of  this  latter  hospital,  a  surgeon  long  in  the  United  States 
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Army,  must  be  considered  equally  competent  to  diagnosticate  the 
case.  Furthermore,  the  Bureau  has  in  its  several  actions  on  claims 
for  increase  indicated  that  this  sprain  of  the  shoulder  was  far  from 
uncomplicated,  the  approval  reading,  '*  Injury  to  right  shoulder  and 
resulting  muscular  atrophy  and  paralysis  of  right  arm." 

By  further  reference  to  the  records  of  Barnes  Hospital,  Soldiers' 
Home,  as  obtained  by  special  examination,  it  is  noted  that — 

May  4,  1885,  physical  examination:  In  hospital  since  October  25, 1884;  symptoms 
as  indicated;  injury  to  spinal  cord;  treatment  of  no  value;  paralysis  progressive, 
walks  with  difficulty,  etc. 

December  11,  1885,  to  June  9,  1886,  locomotor  ataxia. 

*    ♦    *    November  24,  1890,  constipation,  paralysis,  left. 

April  13,  1896:  Right  partial  hemiplegia,  cause  nnknow^n.  Heart  sounds  weak; 
apex  over  nipple  and  displacement  upward. 

Vision  impaired  more  in  right  eye;  right  visual  field  contracted;  action  of  pupils 
to  light  normal. 

*So  facial  or  ocular  paralysis. 

Right  arm:  Complete  motor  paralysis;  sensation  impaired,  atrophied;  elbow  jerk 
exaggerated;  slight  wrist  jerks. 

Both  knee  jerks  well  marked,  and  about  equal.     No  ankle  clonus. 

Right  thigh  somewhat  atrophied;  motor  weakness  of  right  thigh  and  leg;  toe 
points  outward  in  walking;  station  normal. 

This  record  affords  no  information  as  to  time  of  development  of  the 
''hemiplegia,"  but  shows  that  in  May,  1885,  the  "symptoms  indicated 
injury  to  spinal  cord,  paralysis  progressive,"  and  from  December, 
1885,  to  July,  1886,  he  had  locomotor  ataxia. 

The  record  made  prior  to  November,  1890,  shows  the  paralysis  was 
progressive,  and  from  the  statement  that  he  walked  with  diflSculty  in 
May,  1885,  and  had  locomotor  ataxia  in  1886,  is  strongly  indicative 
that  the  paralysis  was  of  spinal  origin.  The  record  of  Nove^mber, 
1890,  of  "paralysis,  left,"  does  not  afford  any  information  of  value. 

The  certificates  of  medical  examination  made  under  claims  for 
increase  during  the  period  covered  by  this  record  afford  some  infor- 
mation, and  will  be  now  considered. 

When  the  soldier  was  examined  the  second  time,  January  20,  1885, 
by  a  board  of  surgeons,  it  was  found  that  his  right  arm  hung  useless 
by  his  side;  the  muscles  were  atrophied  and  the  circulation  feeble. 
Sensation  over  right  side  was  defective,  and  the  board  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  condition  of  his  right  side  might  have  resulted  from 
an  injury  such  as  he  claims  he  had  received. 

He  was  next  examined  one  month  later,  February  20,  1885,  when 
the  arm  was  found  to  be  useless  and  the  right  foot  everted  and  was 
dragged  in  walking,  with  impaired  sensation  in  leg.  This  paralysis 
of  the  right  leg  was  evidently  the  progressive  paralysis  referred  to  in 
the  record  of  the  Barnes  Hospital. 

At  this  examination  it  was  found  that  he  had  but  one-half  vision 
in  the  right  eye.     Up  to  this  time  no  claim  had  been  made  that  vision 
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was  at  all  impaired,  but  the  allegation  had  been  made  that  he  suffered 
with  neuralgia  of  right  side  of  face.  Furthermore  there  was  no  historj' 
of  an  apoplexy  or  other  cerebral  disturbance,  and  during  this  period 
he  was  an  inmate  of  the  said  Barnes  Hospital. 

The  Department  here  desires  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  within  one 
year  of  the  injury  there  was  evidence  of  loss  of  vision  in  right  eye  of 
one-half  with  complaint  of  neuralgia  in  right  side  of  face.  Up  to  this 
time  we  have  no  information  in  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  deep  or 
superficial  structures  of  the  eyes. 

It  was  subsequent  to  the  receipt  of  this  certificate  of  examination 
that  the  adjudication  was  made  which  included  disease  of  heart  and 
fixed  the  rate  of  pension  at  $30  per  month,  second  grade.  A  slip  filed 
in  the  case  and  signed  by  the  Second  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions without  date  indicates  that  the  soldier  addressed  a  communica- 
tion to  the  Bureau  complaining  that  paralysis  of  his  right  side  and  leg 
should  have  been  included  among  the  results  of  the  injury  to  his 
shoulder.  In  reply,  he  was  infonned,  under  date  of  July  7,  1885, 
that  the — 

Thirty  dollars  per  month  allowed  by  reissue  of  June  18,  1885,  covers  also  the  disa- 
bility from  paralysis  of  right  side  and  leg. 

In  the  report  of  the  medical  referee  the  statement  is  made  that  no 
other  result  was  admitted  as  due  to  the  injury  from  fall  from  horse 
other  than  ''muscular  atroph}',"  and  that  the  paralysis,  hemiplegia, 
was  admitted  as  a  result  of  valvular  disease  of  the  heart. 

This  may  have  been  the  case,  but  it  appears  to  the  Department  that 
from  the  soldier's  inquir\^  and  the  Bureau's  reply  pai*alysis  was  regarded 
as  the  result  of  the  injury. 

The  next  medical  examination  was  made  September  17,  1885,  when 
the  board  certified  there  was  no  organic  disease  of  heart,  the  action  of 
which  was  regular  and  the  sounds  normal.  There  was  tenderness  on 
pressure  over  the  lower  dorsal  and  upper  lumbar  regions,  loss  of  motion 
in  right  upper  and  lower  extremities.  He  suffered,  with  constipation 
and  nonretention  of  urine.  These  latter  symptoms  at  this  time  cer- 
tainly can  not  be  regarded  as  due  to  paralysis  of  cerebral  origin. 
This  board  also  found  considerable  engorgement  of  right  optic  papilla, 
amounting  almost  to  a  choked  disk,  the  margins  of  which  were  cloudy 
and  scarcely  definable.  The  left  optic  papilla  presented  much  less 
vascular  disturbance,  but  the  disk  was  somewhat  blanched.  Vision 
was  considerably  impaired. 

The  medical  referee  says  in  his  report  that  there  is  nothing  sug- 
gestive of  glaucoma  in  the  findings  at  this  examination;  but  he  must 
know  that  glaucomatous  atrophy  of  the  optic  nerve  is  not  infrequentl}^ 
mistaken  for  simple  atrophy;  that  there  are  no  points  of  difference 
upon  which  absolute  reliance  can  be  placed.     (Gifford.) 

Marked  hyperaemia  and  edema  of  the  nerve  head,  which  afterwards 


470  DECISIONS    BELATINQ    TO   PENSIONS. 

Imh'oihos  (*iip)K'd,  is  an  early  s3'niptom  in  glaucoma  (Knies),  and  actual 
ntuiritis  in  primary  glaucoma  usually  precedes  increased  tension 
(Brailey  and  Kdmunds), 

The  fact  that  early  jxisitive  diagnosis  can  not  be  made  in  some  cases, 
and  the  further  fact  that  this  soldier  bwame  blind  from  glaucoma, 
makes  it  almost  certain  that  said  disease  had  attacked  his  eyes,  partic- 
ularly the  right,  at  date  of  injury  or  very  soon  thereafter.  The  state- 
ment made  by  the  surgeon  who  examined  him  March  1,  1887,  that 
''tension  of  eyelwills  normal"  proves  nothing.  This  absence  of 
increased  tension  at  this  time  certainly  is  not  proof  positive  that 
'•'glaucoma  had  not  developed/'  m  stated  b}"  the  medical  referee,  as 
the  tension  is  not  always  perceptibly  elevated  early  in  cases  of  non- 
inflammatory glaucoma,  and  reliance  must  l)e  placed  in  the  character 
of  the  excavation  of  the  optic  nerve,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
surgeon  examined  the  deep  structures  of  the  eyes.  At  the  date  of  this 
examination  the  soldier  could  read  with  No.  14  glasses  and  see  the  time 
])V  watch  without  glasses. 

In  considering  the  third  ptirt  of  the  medical  referee's  report,  in  whicti 
the  testimonv  Hied  in  the  case  is  discassed,  little  need  be  said.  The 
physicians  who  testified  as  having  treated  the  soldier  in  1897  and  IS'.^S 
were  not  in  a  position  to  testify  as  to  the  progress  and  nature  of  the 
eye  trouble.  He  was  then  almost  totally  blind;  said  physicians  were 
not  oculists,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they  examined  his  ej'es. 

Some  emphasis  is  laid  upon  that  part  of  the  soldier's  history  testified 
to  by  Dr.  Coburn,  who  treated  him  through  a  long  period  of  illnesjj 
consequent  upon  an  attack  diagnosticated  by  the  doctor  sls  grip.  Men- 
tion is  also  made  that  this  testimony  of  Dr.  Coburn  shows  the  soldier 
was  intemperate  a  short  time  before  he  })ecame  ill  with  grip.  But 
inasnmch  as  the  impaired  vision  long  antedated  this  time,  the  illneis 
and  intemperance  testified  to  could  not  be  properly  considered  as  etio- 
logical factors. 

In  the  fourth  part  of  the  report  of  the  medical  referee  the  findings 
of  the  expert  oculist  are  considered.  This  examination  by  the  oculi^it 
was  ordered  b^-  the  medical  referee,  and  the  said  expert  was  called 
upon  to  state  the  probable  cause  of  the  defective  vision.  The  question 
was  asked:  '"  Is  it  due  to  disease  of  heart  or  an  injury,  as  alleged?-' 

The  specialist  found-  - 

R.  E.  Conjunctival  vessels  engorged.  Cornea  clear.  Iris  dilated  and  immovaWt*. 
Lens  opaque.     Tension  -^3.     Light  i)erception  and  light  projection  lost. 

L.  Fj.  Conjunctival  vessels  swollen  and  sluggish.  Cornea  clear.  Iris  dilated— <io«J 
not  react  to  eserine  solution.  Lens  opaque.  Tension  -f  3.  Light  perception  and 
light  projection  lost. 

Diagnosis:  Glaucoma,  chronic  and  advanced  stage  in  both  eyes.  Total  biindnws 
both  eyes. 

Patient  is  confined  to  his  home  by  neuralgia  and  hemiplegia. 

Patient  has  hypertrophy  of  heart,  but  the  glaucoma  has  probably  resulted  from 
nervous  shock,  producing  hemiplegia,  and  vascular  changes  induced  by  injurv. 
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As  before  stated,  this  opinion  as  to  the  probable  cause  of  the  soldier's 
loss  of  vision  was  sought  by  the  medical  referee,  and  his  inquiry  whether 
same  is  "  due  to  disease  of  heai-t  or  an  injury,  as  alleged,"  certainly 
indicated  that  he  entei*tained  the  idea  that  either  of  the  causes  named 
was  or  could  be  responsible  for  the  loss  of  vision,  but  it  seems  that 
after  being  advised  he  does  not  accept  the  conclusion  of  the  expert, 
for  he  says: 

It  is  beyond  comprehension  how  an  injury,  such  as  is  shown  this  soldier  received 
iti  service,  eould  produce  **  vascular  changes"  or  the  degeneration  of  the  blood  ves- 
sels, as  the  term  implies.  The  hemiplegia  described  w^as  evidently  not  due  to  "  ner\'- 
ous  shock,'*  but  was  due  in  all  probability  to  rupture  of  a  degenerated  blood  vessel 
in  the  brain,  or  occlusion  of  a  cerebral  vessel  by  an  embolus  or  thrombus.  It  has 
been  accepted  as  due  to  the  disease  of  heart.  The  etiology  of  glauconia  is  obscure. 
It  does  not  accompany  disease  of  heart,  paralysis,  or  disease  of  spine  with  such  fre- 
quency as  to  be  considered  a  pathological  result. 

Dr.  «I.  A.  Lippincott  (American  Text-Book  of  Diseases  of  the  Eye, 
etc.)  says: 

Among  the  exciting  causes  may  be  mentioned  various  emotions — joy,  grief,  anxiety, 
etc. — producing  ciliary  congestion. 

The  pathogenesis  of  glaucoma  is  not  definitely  settled.  Because  of  the  overshadow- 
ing importance  of  the  increase  in  intraocular  tension  the  aim  has  been  mainly  to 
account  for  this  phenomenon;  but  half  a  century  of  active  investigation,  clinical, 
experimental,  and  anatomical,  has  not  resulted  in  a  completely  satisfactory  solution 
of  the  problem. 

When  this  case  was  returned  to  the  Bureau  the  Department  took 
occasion  to  refer  to  a  medical  authority  to  show  that  injuries  to  the 
spinal  cord  sometimes  lead  to  the  development  of  glaucoma,  the 
authority  apparently  basing  his  conclusion  upon  reported  cases  where 
glaucoma  and  injury  of  spinal  cord  were  associated.  The  medical 
referee  says  that — 

Such  reports  simply  demonstrate  that  in  the  **five  somewhat  s'milar  cases"  the 
association  of  glaucoma  and  spinal  disease  was  observed.  A  pathological  connection 
was  not  shown.  ♦  *  *  Priestly  Smith  in  his  classic  work  on  glaucoma  quotes  a 
case  in  which  glaucoma  attacked  each  eye  successively  after  the  loss  of  a  game  of 
cards.  It  will  hardly  be  held  that  the  loss  of  a  game  of  cards  is  a  cause  of  glaucoma 
or  other  disease  of  eyes. 

This  same  author,  Priestly  Smith,  says  of  glaucoma  (System  of  Dis- 
eases of  Eye,  Norris  and  Oliver): 

The  usual  exciting  causes  are  disturbance  of  the  circulation  which  congest  the 
internal  vessels  of  the  eye.    *    *    ♦ 

The  remote  causes  of  glaucoma  are  very  various.  They  include  constitutional 
diseases,  such  as  rheumatism,  gout,  syphilis,  an<l  many  others;  disorders  of  the  respira- 
tory, vascular,  and  nervous  systems;  injuries  of  many  kinds;  morbid  growths;  con- 
genital imperfe<'tions  and  senile  changes. 

It  would  hardly  be  held  that  the  loss  of  a  game  of  cards  is  a  cause 
of  glauconia,  but  it  would  hv  held  that  the  emotion  produced  by  such 
loss  might  cause  glaucoma.     Priestly  Smith  undoubtedly  related  this 
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case  to  show  the  effect  of  powerful  emotion  upon  the  vascular  supply 
to  the  eye;  ''a  disturbance  of  the  circulation  which  congests  the 
internal  vessels  of  tlie  eye."  Dr.  Lippincott  says  the  various  eoaotions, 
joy,  grief,  and  anxiety,  produce  ciliary  congestion. 

If  violent  emotion,  however  occa^sioned,  causes  intracranial  and  intra- 
oc*ular  vascular  disturbance  leading  to  glaucoma,  an  injury  such  as  this 
soldier  received  would  appear  to  be  quite  as  efficient  a  cause  for  the 
glaui^oma  which,  from  the  evidence,  had  its  beginning  not  long  after 
said  injury. 

The  medical  refeive  concludes  his  report  with  the  statement — 

•  However,  as  dit^eaae  of  the  spinpl  corcl  was  not  foand  when  the  soldier  wae  last 
examined  by  a  board  in  1898,  there  vs  no  reason  for  admitting  any  alleged  or  theo- 
retical results  of  the  same. 

This  statement  that  ''disease  of  the  spinal  cord  wa^i  not  found ^'  is 
hardly  warranted  from  the  following  description  in  the  certificate  of 
the  nervous  phenomena: 

Now  has  complete  paralysis  of  right  arm,  both  as  to  motion  and  sensation,  extend- 
ing to  midstemum  from  center  of  spine  and  from  above  clavicle  to  border  of  ribs. 
Sensation  entirely  absent  over  this  part,  and  below  and  down  leg  on  right  side  it  is 
impaired. 

Paralysis  of  sensation  and  of  motion  of  thorax  to  the  extent  here 
indicated  can  not  usually  be  regarded  as  due  to  a  cerebral  lesion  or  to 
an  injury  of  the  brachial  plexus.  Furthermore,  as  heretofore  shown, 
the  soldier  manifested  symptoms  indicative  of  spinal  lesion  and  impaired 
vision  long  before  the  development  of  the  hemiplegia,  and  besides,  the 
fact  should  not  be  lost  sight  of  that  ^'  hemiplegia  may  possibly  be  caused 
by  a  unilateral  lesion  seated  in  the  upper  portion  of  the  cord."  (Solis- 
Cohen  and  Eshner  Essentials  of  Diagnosis).  In  1885  the  *' symptoms 
indicated  injury  to  spinal  cord,  *  *  ♦  paralysis,  progressive;  walks 
with  difficulty." 

When  the  papers  in  this  case  were  returned  to  the  Bureau  for  a  state- 
ment of  reasons  for  not  accepting  blindness  as  due  to  the  spinal  injury, 
the  Department  stated  that  '^  there  is  medical  authority  to  sustain  the 
claim,"  and  the  criticism  of  the  medical  referee  of  this  conclusion  does 
not  cause  a  change  of  views.  Ifccause  a  pathological  connection  between 
an  injuiy  of  the  cord  and  glaucoma  can  not  be  demonstnited,  it  is  not, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  sufficient  cause  for  denying  such 
connection. 

It  would  be  just  as  reasonable  to  deny  pension  on  account  of  loss  of 
vision  of  both  eyes,  when  pension  has  been  allowed  on  ac<.*ount  of  lo8s 
of  vision  of  one  for  injury,  and  the  other  became  blind  from  sympa- 
thetic ophthalmia.  In  such  case  the  patholo^cal  connection  can  not 
be  demonstitited,  yet  no  physician  would  deny  that  such  is  not  an 
everyday  clinical  observation.  The  Bureau  is  certainly'  not  ''guided 
by  the  commonly  accepted  rules  of  pathology  alone  "  in  cases  of  such 
chanuter,  but  bv  clinical  fsicts. 
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Another  feature  of  this  case  appeara  to  deserve  consideration,  and 
that  is,  whether  or  not  disease  of  heart,  for  which  the  soldier  is  also 
pensioned,  mi^ht  be  a  factor  in  the  causation  of  glaucoma. 

No  less  an  authority  than  Priestly  Smith  says:  ''Disease  of  the  vas- 
cular system  "  is  sometimes  a  cause  of  glaucoma.  The  medical  referee 
attributes  the  pensioner's  hemiplegia  to  disease  of  the  heart,  thrombosis, 
or  embolism.  It  would  seem  that  a  disease  of  the  heart  causing  such 
grave  vascular  changes  within  the  cranium  would  create  ^'  disturbance 
of  circulation  which  congests  the  internal  vessels  of  the  eye"  and 
cause  glaucoma,  as  stated  by  the  author  quoted. 

It  is  noted  that  the  medical  referee  states  in  the  latter  part  of  his 
report  that — 

If  the  post  hoc  ergo  propter  hoc  idea  were  employed  the  work  would  become 
involved  in  inextricable  confusion. 

Such  a  statement  is  not  warranted,  for  it  is  apparent  that  a  large 
number  of  claims  for  pension  are,  and  always  have  been,  admitted  as 
proved  by  the  application  of  such  a  maxim.  Not  only  is  this  true  from 
a  legal  but  also  from  a  medical  standpoint.  When  the  law  has  to  go 
into  any  science  other  than  mathematics,  and  mathematics  is  the  only 
science  by  which  truths  can  be  demonstrated  without  the  possibility  of 
error  (1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  1),  it  has  very  fi-equently  to  reach 
conclusions  which  are  based  upon  propositions  arrived  at  by  reasoning 
from  the  effect  back  to  the  cause,  although,  as  a  matter  of  course,  it  is 
more  satisfactory  to  reason  from  cause  to  effect;  but  this  can  not  be 
done  in  a  large  number  of  cases. 

The  foregoing  opinion  is  based,  so  far  as  the  facts  in  evidence  allow, 
upon  a  demonstration  that,  given  certain  condition  as  a  cause,  a  certain 
effect  has  followed.  Not  that  such  an  effect  would  always  result  from 
said  given  condition,  but  that  the  evidence  shows  that  it  has  done  so  in 
this  case. 

From  the  facts  in  the  case,  supported  by  medical  authority,  the 
Department  is  led  to  conclude  that  this  soldier's  loss  of  vision  from 
glaucoma  is  chargeable  to  his  military  service,  either  as  a  sequela  of 
the  spinal  injury  or  of  disease  of  heart,  or  both.  The  action  appealed 
from  is  accordingl}^  reversed,  and  the  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith 
returned. 


aid  and  attendance— rate— evidence. 
Joseph  Lewis. 

The  appellant  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  (second  grade)  for  gunshot 
wound  of  left  arm  and  injury  to  left  chest  and  resulting  disease  of  heart  and 
epilepsy. 

From  the  facts  presented  in  the  case  it  is  shown  that  he  has  frequent  (almost  daily) 
and  severe  epileptic  seizures,  necessitating  the  frequent  and  periodical  i^ersonal 
aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.  ^_,OOq1c 
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JItl'l:  That  the  aid  au<l  att4*n(iani*e  of  another  peraon  which  the  appellant  ai*tually 
re<|uir^'H,  as  well  a.^  has,  w  Huch  fre(iuent  and  |>eriodieal  aid  and  attendanc-e  of 
another  i)erson  an  is  contemplated  hy  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  and  entitle*!  hioi 
to  the  rate  presi*rilKHl  in  the  said  act  from  January  11,  1899,  the  date  of  the 
iiunlical  examination  showing  the  neceflsity  for  such  aid  and  attendance. 

Ai<i*!i<font  Sn-rrtary  ]^\  L,  Campf}ell  to  tht  ConuuixHlon^r  ((f  I\'jiJfit>NM^ 

July  31,  1901. 

In  constMiuence  of  the  rejection  by  the  Bureau,  on  January  12, 11*<«). 
of  a  claim  for  increase  filed  May  26, 1897,  in  the  ca^se  of  Joseph  Lewi:*, 
late  private  Company  B,  Ninety-fourth  Ohio  Infantry,  an  appeal  has 
been  filed  wherein  it  is  contended  that  the  appellant's  condition  is  such 
that  at  times  he  requires  the  regular  and  at  others  the  frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.  And  a 
reversal  of  the  action  taken  is  asked — 

For  the  reat*on  that  the  proofs  on  file  in  this  case  show  clearly  and  positively,  by 
medical  evidence  and  by  tet«tiniony  of  numerous  people,  that  he  is  now  and  hai«  been 
for  a  long  time  in  such  condition,  by  reason  of  his  pensioned  disabilitie**,  and  require?* 
almost  ctmstaiit  aid,  assistance,  and  care  of  another  person;  and  that  he  can  not  ^^ 
ab<3ut  to  any  extent  without  the  aid  and  i»re  of  another  person. 

That  he  l)elieves  the  evidence  on  file  in  his  case  is  ample,  full,  and  convincin;?  as 
to  such  facts,  and  hence  such  claim  should  have  been  allowed. 

The  appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  (second 
grade)  for  "gunshot  wound  of  left  arm  and  injury  to  left  chest  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart  and  epilepsy/' 

It  was  alleged  in  the  said  application  for  increase  that  the  said  pen- 
sioned causes  of  disability  totally  incapacitated  the  claimant  for  the 
performance  of  any  manual  labor;  that  they  were  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  necessitate  the  ''constant  care,  assistance,  and  aid  of  another  per- 
son," and  that  they  were  "constantly  increasing  in  disabling  force."' 

The  medical  examination  of  the  soldier,  made  in  pursuance  of  this 
claim  for  increase,  was  ordered  through  the  medical  referee  under 
specially'  prepared  instructions,  with  a  view  to  ascertaining  whether 
or  not  the  ''  claimant  is  so  greatly  disabled  from  pensioned  causes  and 
sequelae  alone  as  to  require  the  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person." 

The  claimant  alleged,  as  will  be  noted,  that  he  required  the  ''con- 
stant," not  the  "'periodical,"  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another 
person. 

After  describing  all  the  objective  as  well  as  certain  subjective  signs 
of  disability,  as  directed  in  the  aforesaid  specially  prepared  instruc- 
tions, the  l)oard  by  which  the  claimant  was  examined  expressed  the 
opinion  that  he — 

undoubtedly  rec^uires  the  aid  of  another  person  whenever  away  from  home,  as  the 
seizures  are  of  daily  occurrence  and  come  on  without  warning. 
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Although  the  statement  of  the  board  is  somewhat  qualilied  as  to  the 
amount  of  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  required  by 
the  pensioner,  the  evidence — both  medical  and  lay— filed  in  support  of 
the  said  claim  for  increase  is  of  much  more  positive  character.  How- 
ever, in  view  of  the  nature  of  the  disability  on  account  of  which,  it  is 
contended,  the  soldier  requires  the  aid  and  attendance  of  another  per- 
son,'the  evidence  of  those  having  daily  intercourse  with  him,  and 
personal  knowledge  of  the  manifestations  of  the  disability  in  question, 
is,  without  doubt,  superior  to  an  opinion  based  upon  a  physical 
examination — at  which  but  few  rational  signs  of  such  cause  of  dis- 
ability might  be  present;  yet  there  is  little  doubt  but  what  the  said 
board  intended  to  convey  the  idea  that  the  claimant  did  require  the 
frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person 
by  reason  of  the  oft-recurring  epileptic  seizures. 

As  hereinbefore  stated,  however,  the  Bureau  rejected  the  claim  now 
under  consideration  January  12,  1900,  assigning  as  a  reason  for  such 
adverse  action  that  the  "  frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  is 
not  shown  to  be  required." 

The  action  in  question  was  based  upon  medical  grounds,  namely: 
That,  in  the  judgment  of  the  medical  referee,  the  degree  of  disability 
described  in  the  certificate  of  the  aforesaid  medical  examination,  and 
in  the  evidence  filed  in  the  case  as  well,  was  not  such  as  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  pensioner  required  the  said  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person — either  frequently,  periodically,  or  regularly;  but,  as 
a  primary  consideration  of  this  proposition,  it  may  be  stated  that  the 
Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  questions  of  this  nature  are  not 
wholly  medical  in  character,  but  are  largely  matters  of  fact.  And 
there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  permitting  facts  to  out- 
weigh theories.  (See  cases  of  Edmund  O.  Beers,  7  P.  D.,  113;  John 
J.  Hill,  7  P.  D.,  585;  Ira  W.  Hayford,  9  P.  D.,  307.) 

The  objective  conditions  described  in  the  said  certificate  were  as 
follows: 

Pulse  rate,  88-96-120;  respiration,  16-18-24;  temperature,  98;  height,  5  feet  6J 
inches;  actual  weight,  134  pounds;  age,  56  years.  Hair  and  beard  very  gray,  hair 
scant;  face  careworn  and  haggard;  skin  dry,  wrinkled,  and  icteric;  eyes  sunken; 
form  bent;  muscles  soft;  skin  of  palms  dry  and  wrinkled;  slight  arcus  senilis;  poorly 
nourished.  Gunshot  wound  of  left  arm;  point  of  entrance,  6  inches  below  acromion 
process  on  anterior  surface  of  arm,  and  8  inches  above  exterior  condyle  humerus. 
Scar  three-fourths  by  one-half  inch  diameter,  whitish  color,  slightly  depressetl,  not 
adherent  or  dragging,  some\yhat  painful;  exit  6i  inches  above  exterior  condyle  hu- 
merus, on  outer  and  posterior  surface  of  arm.  Scar  1  inch  by  five-eighths  inch 
diameter,  bluish  white,  slightly  depressed  and  dragging  and  painful;  missile  passed 
through  biceps  and  triceps  muscles.  Circumference:  Left  arm — at  wound  entrance 
9J  inches,  at  exit  9i  inches.  Right  arm,  same  jKjints,  lOJ  inches.  Left  forearm  3 
inches  below  elbow,  9  inches.  Right  forearm,  same  point,  10  inches;  no  other  dis- 
parity. No  loss  of  tissue  from  wound,  the  disparity  being  result  of  general  atrophy 
of  muscles.  Contractile  power  of  left  hand  impaired  three-fourths.'  Motion  not 
limited.  ^  , 
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Injury  to  left  chent:  Circumference  2  inches  below  nipple — expiration  31,  inspiia- 
ttou  'Xli.  Left  side,  expiration  16,  inspiration  16).  Right  side,  expiration  15, 
inspiration,  17  inches.  At  the  angle  of  sixth  and  seventh  ribs  is  a  bulging  of  left 
side,  result  of  former  fra(*ture  of  said  ribs.  There  is  dullness  on  percussion  over 
lower  IoIk?  left  lung.  Auscultation  gives  a  weakened  and  jerky  respiratory  murmur 
over  left  lung.  No  rftles,  no  cavities,  or  hepatization.  Over  lower  portion  of  left 
side  are  pleuritic  adhesions,  possibly  traumatic. 

Disease  of  heart:  Apex  beat,  not  evident  by  inspection  or  palpation,  is  located  in 
sixth  H^iace,  just  external  to  mammary  line,  by  auscultation.  Epigastric  puLsatiou. 
Canliac  dullness  increased  down  and  to  left,  rhythm  very  irregular.  First  sound 
metallic,  second  sound  muffled.  During  systole  there  is  a  muffled  friction  sound, 
evidently  pericardial;  hypertrophy  of  left  ventricle.  Dyspnoea  is  marked;  cyanosis 
and  anlema  of  feet. 

Epilepsy:  Claimant  says  he  has  almost  daily  attacks  of  falling  to  the  ground,  and 
has  true  epileptic  seizures  every  week  to  ten  days.  Upon  the  slightest  exertion  the 
face  becomes  cyanosed,  conjunctival  vessels  dilated,  eyes  staring,  breathing  panting 
and  irregular;  pulse  quick  and  irregular,  but  no  stronger;  gait  uneven  and  stum- 
bling; a  general  muscular  tremor.  Tendo-reflex  exaggerated.  No  paralysis;  no 
aphasia,  speech  being  fairly  good.  Mental  condition  somewhat  impaired  as  to 
prompt  response  to  inquiries.  No  tenderness  of  spine  or  head.  Pupils  of  normal 
size  and  respond  to  light  and  shade  readily.  Hearing  normal.  No  hyperaesthesa 
or  anaesthesia  Tongue  is  anaemic,  pointed  tip;  does  not  deviate  on  protrusion; 
stomach  tender  and  dilated;  liver  and  spleen  normal;  bowels  not  tender,  but  slightly 
tympanitic.  Arteries  are  slightly  atheromatous.  We  get  no  evidence  of  any  specific 
trouble,  either  by  history  or  examination  of  claimant  The  attacks  vary  from  a  few 
minutes  to  one-half  hour,  according  to  statement. 

Claimant  undoubtedly  requires  the  aid  of  another  person  whenever  away  from 
home,  as  the  seizures  are  of  daily  occurrence  and  come  on  without  warning.  We  find 
no  other  disabilities,  no  evidence  of  any  vicious  habits. 

Among  the  affiants  testifying  in  support  of  the  appellant's  claim  for 
increase  is  one  physician,  Dr.  J.  W.  Means,  of  Troy,  Ohio,  who  stated 
in  an  affidavit  filed  November  26,  1897,  that — 

Joseph  Lewis  needs  constant  attention,  and  it  would  not  be  safe  for  him  to  be 
alone  night  or  day  on  account  of  his  heart  disease  and  epilepsy.  His  attacks,  are  fre- 
quent and  severe.  I  have  been  called  frequently  to  attend  him  in  his  attacks,  and 
know  that  they  come  on  him  suddenly  and  at  any  time,  thus  needing  constant 
watching.  It  requires  the  employment  of  some  one  to  take  care  of  him  all  the  time, 
which  service  is  usually  rendered  by  his  wife,  daughter,  and  son-in-law. 

Howard  Shearer  and  Mini  I.,  his  wife — daughter  of  the  appellant — 
testify,  in  a  joint  affidavit  filed  November  26,  1897,  as  follows: 

We  are  son-in-law  and  daughter,  respectively,  of  claimant,  and  live  in  same  house 
with  him.  We  personally  attend  said  claimant  each  and  every  day,  especially  when 
he  goes  away  from  home,  and  dare  not  let  him  get  out  of  our  sight  or  reach  by  rea- 
son of  his  (condition  of  disease  and  helplessness  from  disease  of  heart  and  epilepsy 
and  resulting  injuries  receive<^l  as  a  soldier  in  line  of  duty. 

We  personally  know  said  claimant  is  daily  attended  and  assisted  by  his  wife,  also, 
and  that  his  condition  is  such  that  lie  can  not  be  left  alone  safely;  and  he  needs  the 
constant  aid  and  attendance  of  his  wife  or  of  these  affiants  by  reason  of  his  said 
disabilities. 

Re)>ecca  C.  Lewis,  the  wife  of  the  claimant,  testified  that  for  the  last 
twenty-five  years  or  more  she  has  been  the  personal  attendant  and 
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assistant  of  the  soldier;  that  each  and  every  year  of  said  time  she  has 
had  to  render  him  almost  constant  aid  and  assistance  by  reason  of 
his  disabilities  resulting  from  his  army  service;  that  during  all  of  said 
time,  as  well  as  at  the  present  time,  he  has  been  and  is  subject  to  epi- 
leptic fits,  and  is  liable  to  fall  in  same  at  any  moment,  and  that  affiant 
is  consequently  obliged  to  be  constantly  near  him,  observing  him 
and  helping  him,  and  that  he  can  not  get  along  without  the  constant 
aid  and  attention  of  herself  or  of  others. 

C.  W.  Penrod,  a  neighbor,  testifies,  in  an  affidavit  filed  December 
27, 1897,  that  he  has  known  the  claimant  for  the  past  twenty -seven 
yeai^s;  that  he  knows  that  the  statements  made  by  the  wife,  daughter, 
and  son-in-law  of  the  soldier  are  true;  that  he,  himself,  has  assisted 
in  carrying  the  pensioner  to  bed  at  various  times  when  he  has  had 
epileptic  seizures;  that  he  has  had  the  attacks  ever  since  affiant's 
acquaintance  with  him;  that  it  is  not  safe  for  him  to  be  left  by  him-, 
self  at  any  time;  that  he  needs  the  constant  care  and  attention  of 
another  pereon;  and  that  these  facts  are  known  to  affiant  by  reason  of 
his  living  as  a  near  neighbor  to  him  and  seeing  him  nearly  every  day. 

Jat*ob  Meyer,  who  says  that  he  has  known  the  soldier  for  twenty- 
five  years,  and  has  lived  more  or  less  of  that  time  in  the  same  house 
with  him,  testifies  substantially  to  the  same  facts  set  out  in  each  of  the 
affidavits  referred  to  above. 

It  would  seem,  then,  from  the  foregoing,  that,  ad  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  appellant  in  the  premises  does  receive  the  regular  personal  aid  and 
attendance  of  another  person;  but,  in  view  of  all  the  facts  presented 
for  consideration  in  the  case,  it  would  appear  that  much  of  such  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person  as  it  is  declared  the  soldier  actually 
receives  could  be  dispensed  with,  as  it  is  clearly  rendered  more  by 
reason  of  apprehension  that  it  might  be  required  than  on  account  of 
any  real  necessity  therefor.  Yet  this  very  apprehension  or  constant 
fear  and  anxiety  on  the  part  of  the  appellant's  relatives,  who  care  for 
him  in  his  affliction,  is  a  more  or  less  important  factor  to  be  consid- 
ered, as  their  solicitude  for  his  welfare  and  safety  is  largely  due  to  the 
fact  that  it  is  impossible  to  tell  at  what  moment  their  services  may  be 
required,  and  it  is  by  reason  of  such  fact  that  more  time  and  attention 
is  devoted  to  him  than  is,  perhaps,  necessary.  In  this  respect  he  is 
more  of  a  care  and  responsibility  than  one  who  merely  requires  the 
services  of  a  second  person  at  stated  intervals  for  specific  purposes. 
However,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  it  is  reasonably  well 
established  that  no  inconsiderable  part  of  the  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person  received  by  the  appellant — by  reason  of  his  unfortunate 
affliction — is  actually  required  as  well  as  rendered,  and  that  the  amount 
of  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  that  he  does  require  is  such  as 
to  bring  his  case  within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
July  14,  1892. 
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While  it  hi  difficult  to  detemiine  from  the  facts  presented  and  the 
evidence  adduced  in  the  case  ju^t  how  much  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person  the  appellant  does  or  does  not  require,  there  is,  never- 
thele».  no  reasonable  doubt  but  what  he  requires  fully  as  much,  if  not 
far  more,  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person  than  do  many 
other  i^ensioners  who  have  been  allowed  the  rate  prescribed  by  the 
said  act  of  July  14,  189-2. 

In  the  case  of  John  Johnson  (9  P.  D.,  349)  it  was  held — 

That  inannurh  as  the  Hervicee  of  another  peraon  are  required  at  least  twice  daily 
in  the  adja*<tiiient  of  the  pad  which  the  penooner  is  compelled  to  wear  over  his  right 
fihouMer  for  itn  protection,  the  said  services  are  considered  assoch  "frequent  and 
peril k] teal  per^inal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person"  as  is  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  July  14.  1892,  and  warrants  the  allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  by  the 
said  art. 

In  the  cas<'  cited  the  pensioner  could  dress  and  undress,  except  in  so 
far  as  adjusting  the  »A\d  pad  was  concerned,  and  he  was  otherwise  in 
good  physii^al  and  mental  condition  and  earning  a  good  support  as  a 
clerk  in  one  of  the  Executive  Departments.  Although  the  Depart- 
ment decided,  upon  appeal,  that  the  aforesaid  pensioner  was  entitled 
to  the  benefits  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  such  con- 
clusion was  not  arrived  at  until  the  papers  in  the  case  had  been 
remanded  to  the  Bureau  for  a  personal  opinion  of  the  medical  referee 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  rejection  of  the  appellant\s  claim  for  increase 
was,  in  the  light  of  the  contentions  set  up  in  his  appeal  from  such 
advei-se  action,  still  believed  to  be  proper.  At  the  same  time,  how- 
ever, it  was  suggested  that  before  submitting  such  opinion  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  last  medical  examination  held  in  the  case  should  be  returned 
to  the  >K)ard  of  surgeons  by  which  the  examination  was  made  for  a 
further  report  as  to  the  objective  conditions  manifested  thereat.  The 
said  suggestion  was  adopted,  and  upon  the  receipt  of  the  said  certifi- 
cate as  amended  the  medical  referee  expressed  the  opinion  that — 

The  degree  of  disability  nhown  in  this  case  is  greater  than  that  resulting  from  the 
**H{)e{i  fie  disability"  loss  of  arm  at  shoulder  joint,  and  frequent  and  periodical  per- 
sonal aid  made  necessary  in  the  a<ljustinent  of  the  pad  is  believed  to  come  within  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  apj)roved  July  14,  1892,  creating  the  intermediate 
grade  of  J?50  iht  month,  and  this  pensioner  should  be  so  rated  from  the  date  of  the 
mc»dical  examination  made  Noveml)er  15,  1897. 

Th(»  foregoing  conclusions  of  the  medical  referee  were  arrived  at 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  said  amended  certificate  contained  the 
following  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  examining  surgeons: 

We  think  he  rwjuires  the  use  of  a  pad,  based  upon  the  (subjective)  tenderness 
over  wounded  area.  He  re(|uires  aid  and  attendance  to  properly  adjust  pad  as  worn 
by  rlaimant,  ])ut  we  believe  a  protective  pad  could  Ix?  worn,  said  pad  forming  a  por- 
tion of  shoulder  to  coat  on  wounded  side,  there])y  offering  protection  and  doing  away 
with  the  necessitv  of  aid. 
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In  commenting  upon  this  feature  of  the  case,  however,  the  Depait- 
luent  held  that — 

The  question  raised  by  the  board  of  surgeons  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  aid  and 
attendance  of  another  person  being  avoided  by  the  claimant  having  the  protective 
pad  which  he  is  compelled  to  wear  form  a  portion  of  the  shoulder  of  his  coat  on  the 
wounded  side  is  a  contingency  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  considered  by 
the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  to  the  benefits  of  which  the  claimant  appears  to  be  entitled 
by  reason  of  the  said  aid  and  attendance;  nor  is  there  any  other  law  by  which  he 
could  be  compelled  to  use  any  other  method  for  the  protection  of  his  shoulder  than 
that  which  he  himself  elects. 

And  in  the  case  of  Ira  W.  Hayford  (9  P.  D.,  307)  the  Department 
held— 

When  it  is  established  beyond  any  reasonable  doubt  that,  on  account  of  pensioned 
cause  or  causes,  or  any  pathological  sequelse  thereof,  the  pensioner  is  not  only 
**  totally  inca{)acitated  for  performing  manual  labor,"  but  can  neither  dress  nor 
undress  himself  without  the  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  as  is  shown  by 
the  evidence  and  certificate  of  medical  examination  in  this  case,  the  Department  will 
construe  the  said  aid  and  attendance  as  such  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person  as  is  contemplated  by  the  act  of  July  14, 1892,  and 
as  warranting  the  allowance  of  the  rate  prescribed  in  the  said  act. 

As  will  l)e  noted,  in  each  of  the  cases  above  cited  the  services  of 
another  person  were  required  but  twice  daily  in  assisting  the  pensioner 
to  dress  and  undress,  and  yet  it  was  held  in  each  case  that  the  allow- 
ance of  the  $50  rate  was  warranted  by  the  facts  presented. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  character  of  the  services  rendered  the  pen- 
sioner differ,  necessarily,  from  those  accorded  in  the  cases  cited;  but 
it  is  the  necessity  and  frequency,  not  the  character,  of  such  servicers 
that  determines  the  question  at  issue  in  the  premises.  In  the  cases 
cited  the  aid  of  a  second  person  is  required  at  stated  and  regular  inter- 
vals, presumably'  but  twice  daily,  morning  and  evening,  while  in  the 
cjise  under  consideration  the  frequency  of  the  necessity  for  such  aid 
and  attendance  is  limited  only  by  the  conditions  which  arise  from  day 
to  da}'.  The  board  of  surgeons  b}^  which  the  appellant  was  last  exam- 
ined stated  that  his  epileptic  "seizures  are  of  daily  occurrence  and 
come  on  without  warning."  It  is  not  shown  by  the  evidence  that  con- 
vulsions attend  all  of  these  seizures,  but  it  is  shown  that  they  are 
sufficiently  frequent  and  are  severe  enough  to  render  the  services  of 
another  person  necessary  a  large  part  of  the  time.  It  is  true,  per- 
haps, that  he  is  given  much  more  attention  than  he  actually  requires, 
if  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  to  be  relied  upon,  as  it  is  stated  therein 
that  he  is  watched  and  cared  for  constantly  as  though  he  were  an 
infant;  but,  as  hereinbefore  announced,  the  amount  of  aid  and  attend- 
ance he  actually  requires,  as  well  as  has,  is  sufficient  to  bring  his  case 
within  the  purview  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  14,  18t)2. 

In  the  case  of  Ellie  Morris,  widow  (U  P.  D.,  353),  it  was  held  that — 

A  child  who  is  an  iiu'aral)le  epileptic,  having  a  falling  lit  once  a  week  on  an 
average,  and  ner\*ou>*  attark«  ninch  oftener,  who  is  vigorous  in  Ixxly,  Imt  dull  nien- 
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tally,  who  in  able  to  attend  to  his  perHonal  wants,  except  when  suffering  from  an 
epileptic  seizare,  and  can  perform  some  remunerative  labor,  but  not  nearly  sufficient 
to  afford  him  a  support,  is  ''permanently  helpless'*  in  the  contemplation  of  the  law, 
and  the  pension  on  his  account  should  be  continued. 

The  appellant  in  the  case  under  consideration  is  in  a  much  wor^^e 
condition  than  is  the  minor  in  the  case  cited,  who  was  reported  to  be 
*'  vigorous  in  body  and  able  to  perform  some  remunei-ative  labor,-' 
though  he  is  held  to  be  ^^  permanently  helpless  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  law,"  as  this  appellant  is  wholly  incapacitated  for  the  performance 
of  any  manual  labor  whatever,  is  poorly  nourished,  has  a  severe  gun- 
fchot  wound  of  left  arm  and  injury  of  chest — with  fracture  of  two  ribs; 
and  is  suffering  from  a  serious  organic  disease  of  heart — with  well- 
marked  dyspncea  and  cyanosis,  and  oedema  of  feet. 

In  addition  to  the  essential  features  of  the  case  herein  set  out,  there 
is  one  circumstance  which  appeals  strongly  in  the  appellant's  behalf. 
In  an  affidavit  executed  June  12,  1900,  it  is  stated  by  two  of  his  neigh- 
bors that  his  wife — upon  whose  kindly  care  and  attention  he  had 
relied  for  so  many  years,  according  to  the  testimony  in  the  case — had 
been  stricken  with  paralysis  and  was  no  longer  able  to  render  the  serv- 
ice upon  which  he  had  so  long  depended;  that  he  was  dependent  upon 
neighbors  and  friends  for  the  care,  watchfulness,  and  attention  of 
another  person;  that  he  has  no  means  of  support  other  than  his  pen- 
sion; that  no  one  is  legally  bound  for  his  support,  and  that  he  is  in 
financial  and  bodily  distress. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  the  action  appealed  from  is  reversed, 
and  the  Bureau  will  proceed  to  readjudicate  the  aforesaid  claim  for 
increase  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  set  forth.  And,  inas- 
much as  the  claim  has  been  made  special,  the  action  indicated  will  be 
taken  at  as  early  a  date  as  practicable. 


weath  cause— pathological.  skquknce-oatarrh. 
Florence  E.  Foster  (widow). 

Soldier's  death  from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  naso- 
pharyngeal catarrh,  on  account  of  which  he  wua  pensioned  at  $2  per  month,  and 
it  not  appearing  that  catarrh  was  otherwise  a  factor  in  the  death  cause,  nor  that 
said  cause  was  the  result  of  his  anny  ser\'ice,  the  rejection  of  the  claim  on  that 
jErround  was  proi>er. 

AHMlafant  Secrefary  J*\  L.  Campbell  to  the  Commissiwier  of  Pen^itfiis^ 

Jnly  31,  1901. 

Florence  E.  Foster,  widow  of  David  M.  Foster,  a  sergeant  in  Com- 
pany I,  Ninth  United  States  Infantry,  and  private,  ordnance  detach- 
ment, St.  Louis  Arsenal,  Mo.,  filed  August  2,  1890,  a  declaration  for 
widow's  pension,  alleging  that  her  husband  *^died  from^isease  con- 
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tracted  during  his  term  of  service,  at  Washington,  D.  C.i,  the  26th 
day  of  July,  1899."     Claim  is  numbered  703000. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  the  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on  account  of 
malarial  poisoning,  injury  to  right  ankle,  and  naso-pharyngeal  catarrh. 

The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  March  19,  1901,  in  conformity  with 
the  following  indoreement  on  the  face  brief  by  a  legal  reviewer: 

Approved  for  rejection.  The  cause  of  death,  disease  of  lungs,  was  not  riue  to  the 
pensioned  disabilities  (malarial  poisoning,  injury  to  right  ankle,  and  naso-pharyngeal 
catarrh),  nor  is  it  shown  on  special  examination  to  have  \>een  otherwise  due  to 
service.     See  action  of  mediral  referee  on  former  brief. 

The  medical  action  referred  to  shows  the  claim  approved  for  rejec- 
tion on  the  ground  the  soldier's  death  resulted  from  disease  of  lungs 
not  due  to  causes  for  which  he  had  been  pensioned. 

The  recognized  attorney  in  the  case  entered  an  aj)peal  April  17, 
1901,  from  this  action,  contending  that  the  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on 
account  of  nasal  catarrh;  that  said  disease  in  its  progress  involved  the 
bronchial  tubes  and  ultimately  the  lungs,  and  resulted  in  death  of  the 
soldier.  It  is  further  contended  that  the^  adverse  action  was  taken 
without  proper  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the  soldier's  illness 
as  to  its  inception,  progress,  and  final  termination:  that  it  is  an  estab- 
lished fact  in  medical  science  that  disease  of  lungs  results  from  nasal 
catarrh. 

The  issue  then  is  whether  or  not  the  fatal  disease  of  the  lungs  was 
a  result  of  nasal  catarrh. 

The  soldier  was  allowed  a  mte  of  $2  per  month  on  account  of  dis- 
ability resulting  from  naso-pharyngeal  catarrh  by  medical  action  of 
April  5, 1895,  under  a  declaration  filed  January  4, 1898.  This  nominal 
rate  appears  to  have  been  based  upon  the  statement  made  by  the  board 
of  surgeons  which  examined  him  July  6,  1S94,  under  the  claim  that 
there  existed  ''  well-marked  post-nasal  and  pharyngeal  catarrh."  There 
was  no  description  of  the  condition.  It  is  noted  that  when  he  was 
previously  examined,  June  2,  1892,  he  stated  to  the  lx)ard  that  he  had 
''catarrh  at  times/'  but  no  evidences  of  said  disease  were  present  at 
the  time  of  this  examination.  During  the  period  the  soldier's  name 
was  upon  the  pension  rolls  he  was  an  employee  of  depot  quarter- 
master's office,  Washington,  D.  C,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  was 
superintendent  of  quartermaster's  stables. 

Previous  to  the  action  rejecting  the  widow's  claim  a  special  exami- 
nation was  made  and  the  testimony  was  taken  of  three  physicians  who 
were  more  or  less  acquainted  with  his  physical  condition. 

Dr.  Elmer  Sothoron  testifie,d  that  he  commenced  treating  the  soldier 
in  July,  1895,  and  continued  to  treat  him  off  and  on  until  Dr.  Carter 
commenced  treating  him.  In  July,  1895,  he  treated  him  for  catarrh 
of  the  stomach,  one  of  the  worst  cases  he  ever  saw.  He  always  had 
pain  in  stomach  and  abdomen  and  hardly  passed  a  day  that  he  did  not 
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vomit  niuriu*.  It  was  usual  for  him  to  work  with  a  temperature  of 
loo  to  loi  .  Ho  saw  him  twice  after  Dr.  Carter  commeneed  treating 
him  and  still  thought  the  disease  was  the  same.  His  opinion  was  that 
the  original  trouble  was  gastric  c*atarrh.  He  examined  his  sputa  many 
times,  hut  did  not  make  a  microscopical  examination.  He  made  a 
physical  examination  about  18^7  and  found  no  cavities  in  lungs  and 
no  evidences  of  tuln^rculosis.  He  at  no  time  thought  he  had  tubercu- 
losis. The  mucus  vomited  was  slimy;  his  tongue  was  heavily  coated 
and  the  edges  red,  the  chaiucteristic  tongue  of  gastric  catarrh.  There 
were  times  when  he  could  not  keep  anything  on  his  stomach.  He 
noticed  this  at  one  time  when  he  called  after  Dr.  Carter  commenced 
treating  him. 

Dr.  Francis  6.  Nash  testified  that  he  took  charge  of  the  army  dis- 
ptMisary  in  June,  1S98,  and  was  in  charge  until  December.  18i^8.  Not 
long  after  he  took  charge  the  soldier  came  for  treatment.  He  examined 
him  and  was  satisfied  he  had  pulmonary  tuberculosis.  In  June,  1898, 
the  soldier  had  cavities  in  his  lungs  and  was  considerably  weakened. 
Catarrh  existed  in  IHIKS,  but  the  witness  did  not  know  how  long  it  had 
existed.  He  saw  the  soldier  occasionally  after  June,  i8l>8.  He  got 
gradually  worse  and  the  disease  progressed  until  he  died.  He  saw 
him  within  a  week  or  ten  days  l^efore  he  died.  There  was  no  question 
as  to  any  other  disease  but  tuberculosis.  ''The  catarrh  was  not  a 
factor  in  death  cause.-' 

Dr.  E.  C.  Carter,  surgeon,  Ignited  States  Army,  testified  l>efore  the 
examiner  that  he  came  here  (arm v  dispensary)  in  December.  1898,  and 
saw  the  soldier  soon  afterwards,  first  at  the  dispensary  and  later  at  his 
house,  and  treated  him  until  he  died.  His  first  diagnosis  was  naso- 
pharyngeal catarrh  and  tul)erculosis.  The  exact  cause  of  death  was 
exhaustion  from  tuberculosis  of  lungs.  At  some  time  during  his  treat- 
ment he  examined  his  lungs  and  found  cavities  therein.  In  his  ''opin- 
ion catarrh  was  the  original  disease,  and  that  tuberculosis  existed 
because  of  the  catarrh.-'  While?  under  his  care  the  effects  of  pidmo- 
nary  tuberculosis  obscured  the  effects  of  catarrh,  so  he  can  not  say 
how  much  of  a  factor,  if  any,  the  catarrh  was  in  causing  death.  He 
is  unable  to  state  whether  Foster  would  have  died  from  tuberculosis  if 
catarrh  had  not  existi^d. 

This  physician  signed  the  return  of  death  made  to  the  health  office. 
This  certificate  shows  cause  of  death,  ''  tuberculosis — catarrh.''  Dura- 
tion of  last  sickness,  "'six  weeks.'' 

The  history  of  the  case  as  revealed  b}-  the  medical  evidence,  includ- 
ing certificates  of  medical  examination,  shows  that  the  catarrh  of  nose 
and  throat  was  of  minor  importance. 

Dr.  Nash  expressed  the  opinion  that  siiid  disease  was  not  a  factor  in 
death  cause. 

Dr.  Carter  could  not  express  an  opinion  as  to  how  much  of  a  factor, 
'Ml*  any,''  the  disease  was  in  causing  death,  and  he  wa8  unable  to  state 


DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  483 

whether  the  soldier  would  have  died  of  tuberculosis  of  the  lungs  had 
not  catarrh  existed. 

Bartholow,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  Medicine,  says  of 
catarrh: 

Although  there  is  no  danger  to  life,  the  disease  in  its  chronic  form  is  difficult  to 
cure.  The  popular  notion  that  extension  to  the  lungs  takes  place  is  entirely 
unfounded.  In  the  phthisical,  the  existence  of  nasal  catarrh  and  pulmonary  lesions, 
which  is  verj'  common,  is  often  supposed  to  mean  the  dependence  of  the  latter  on 
the  former. 

Hence,  it  would  appear  that  Dr.  Carter's  theory  that  ''catarrh  was 
the  original  disease  and  that  tuberculosis  existed  because  of  the 
catarrh  "  is  not  in  accord  with  the  observed  facts  in  these  diseases. 
That  pulmonary  tuberculosis  is  a  fatal  disease  and  catarrh  of  nose  and 
throat  never  kills  are  ordinar}^  observations  of  ph^'^sicians  and  laymen. 

The  soldier  was  discharged  from  the  military  service  August  24, 
1878,  at  his  own  request,  by  way  of  favor,  and  in  1893  filed  his  claim 
on  account  of  catarrh  originating  in  the  service,  and  in  1895  the  con- 
dition was  such  as  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  a  rate  of  onl}^  $2  per 
month,  and  this  nominal  rate  appears  to  have  been  made  in  an  absence 
of  description  of  the  condition. 

It  is  concluded  from  all  the  facts  presented  that  the  soldier's  death 
from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  was  not  due  to  naso-pharyngeal  catarrh, 
as  contended,  or  otherwise  shown  to  be  the  result  of  his  military 
service. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingh'  affirmed. 


EVIDENCE— RECORD—STATEMENTS  BY  CLAIMANT. 

Ransom  J.  Chase. 

The  evidence  to  overcome  a  positive  adverse  record,  nia<le  from  statements  of  a 
claimant,  should  be  clear  and  convincing. 

Assistant  Se(Tetary  F.  L.  Cainphell  to  tJie  Comtniss'l'O^ier  of  Petimms^ 

July  31,  1901, 

Kansom  J.  Chase,  formerly  sergeant.  Company  C,  liighteenth  Wis- 
consin Volunteer  lnfantr\%  who  is  drawing  $6  per  month  under  the 
general  law,  and  was  so  pensioned  as  a  sergeant,  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
Department  January  .SI,  1899,  from  the  refusal  of  the  honorable 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  grant  him  a  rating  under  said  law  as  a 
second  lieutenant,  it  being  alleged  that  he  contracted  chronic  diarrhea 
while  he  held  a  commission  as  such  officer. 

In  his  appeal  the  claimant  makes  the  following  contentions: 

1.  I  stand  mustered  as  second  lieutenant  as  of  September  10,  1862,  having  been 
promoted  from  first  sergeant  of  my  company.  ^.^.^.^^^  ^^  GoOqIc 
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2.  My  rt'Hijrnatit)!!  wan  <iattNi  January  19.  1863,  hosed  upon  a  t'ertifii-at^  of  diaabilhy 
of  tht*  same  <iate  nia<ie  by  Dr.  Ruck,  suiywm  at  that  time  in  charipe  of  the  reginit-nt. 

3.  The  I  tension  certificrate  issmni  t<i  nie  pemdons  me  under  the  rank  of  eerp^aat 
inHt4*a<l  of  feHHHtnd  lieutenant. 

4.  In  explanatifm  of  the  eertifit^ate  so  i>j»ueci  the  Pension  Bureau  t.ralle<l  atteT3ti«)n 
to  the  <vrtilieate  of  diHahility  made  by  Dr.  Buck,  dated  Januar>'  19,  1863,  in  which 
he  n^fern  to  my  dinability  a^  having  exiHte<l  for  "five''  months.  "Five"  montlu* 
prior  to  Januar}'  19,  1S83,  would  l)e  August  19,  1862. 

5.  The  |)eriod  thun  fixwl  in  Dr.  BuckV  certificate  tgok  me  by  surprL«e,  a*  I  ha«l 
performt*<l  the  mont  arduouH  duty  during  the  entire  fall  of  1862,  having  taken  jiart 
in  the  luka  campaign  in  Septeml)er,  and  liaving  taken  part  in  the  battle  of  Corinth 
ami  tlie  pursuit  of  the  enemy  following  that  battle  in  October,  1862,  and  having  after 
that  iK'rfonneil  duty  to  the  very  last  days  of  Octol)er,  and  l)eing  left  behind  on 
Noveml)er  2.  lSti2,  which  time  the  regiment  moved.  The  nature  of  my  military 
wnice.*!  was  such  during  that  ])eri(Hi  that  I  was  able  to  establish  the  same  by  thf 
affidavits  of  ('apt.  R.  S.  ^IcMichael  and  Comrade  H.  L.  Baker,  an<l  I  was  not  «mi- 
fK'Ued  t«>  fortify  the  same  by  my  own  affidavit.  Besides  the  affidavits  <»f  the  two 
comra<lcs  mentione<l,  1  file<l  an  affidavit  from  Dr.  Buck  himself,  who  tstates  that  he 
had  n»ad  Captain  McMichael's  affidavit  and  that  the  statements  therein  containeil 
were  true,  and  that  he  haa  no  remembrance  of  treating  me  for  any  trouble  until  »a»e 
time  after  the  return  of  the  pursuit  of  the  enemy  following  the  battle  of  Corinth. 
The  time  of  such  return  is,  I  In^lieve,  establishe<l  by  the  affidavits  an*  Oi'tober  12, 1S62. 

6.  Notwithstanding  the  convincing  character  of  the  three  affidavits  referre<i  to,  the 
Pension  Commissicmer  decline<1  to  consider  them  because  such  proof  would  >ht)w  a 
diffen*nt  state  of  things  than  that  state<l  in  the  certificate  of  Dr.  Buck,  now  on  file  in 
the  War  lV]>artment.  In  other  words,  no  matter  how  erronei)Us  and  no  matter  how 
much  proof  might  l)e  ppxluceil  showing  my  arduous  military  services  after  Aujr">t 
19,  1SH2,  it  avails  nothing  whatever  as  against  the  mistake  of  somelx^iy,  who,  in 
writinK  the  certificate  of  disability  signed  by  the  sui^eon,  erroneously  iiL'^erted  the 
word  "five."  I  inclose  and  atta<'h  a  communication  fnnn  the  CommiiSidoner  «»f 
Pensions. 

7.  Since  then,  at  your  reijuest  at  the  War  Dej)artment  that  my  rei'onl  be  in  some 
way  correctni,  in  view  of  the  proof  file<l  in  the  Pension  Office,  you  are  infonned.  and 
I  am  informed  throajrh  you,  there  is  no  authority  of  law  for  the  W'ar  Department  to 
make  any  change,  a>*  it  is  simply  the  custodian  of  the  records  in  its  office  and  has  no 
lawful  auth(>rity  to  chantre  them.  We  are  referred  back  to  the  Pension  BuPrtiu  as 
the  proper  tribunal  to<lecide  upon  the  weight  of  evidence  upon  the(piestion  involve<l. 

8.  Presenting  again  the  matter  to  the  Pension  Bureau,  you  are  informe<l  that  its 
previous  action  is  final. 

9.  I  make  the  point  that  the  honorable  C'ommissioner  of  Pensions  is  in  error  in 
treatin^f  as  absolutely  conclusive  the  statement  in  the  certificate  of  disability,  whereio 
the  word  "five"'  was  used,  and  that  such  a  paper  is  not  an<l  should  not  be  treat«*<i 
as  absolutely  conclusive.  It  is  not  an  adjudication  made  by  any  court  in  a  case 
there  pending:.  I  insist  that  in  this  matter  the  applicant  may  establish  the  facts  by 
any  competent  evi<lence,  which  includes  the  affidavits  of  himself  an<l  his  couirad.-s, 
and  if  such  evidence  conflicts  with  the  statement  in  the  certificate  of  disability  it  is 
a  cai*e  whcrt*  I'vidence  should  Ik;  weighe<l  and  the  matter  decided  in  accordance  with 
the  weight  of  evidence.  It  is  not  a  case  where  the  most  conclusive  evidence  is  to  l>e 
thrown  aside.  I  venture  to  state  that  no  one  can  read  the  affidavits  of  Capt.  R.  »S. 
McMichael,  of  H.  L.  Baker,  and  Dr.  Buck  himself  without  ix)ncluding  that  the 
decision  of  the  honorable  Commissioner  works  an  injustice  in  my  case.  In  other 
words,  it  is  clearly  established  that  the  word  *'five**  is  erroneous. 

10.  I  respectfully  ask  that  the  proof  referred  to  herein,  together  with  the  wm- 
munication  from  the  Connnissicmer  of  Pensions  of  December  8,  1898,  and  the  letter 


Digitized  by 


Google 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO   PENSIONS.  485 

from  the  War  Depjirtnient  dated  January  17,  1899,  may  l>e  considere<l  by  the  honor- 
able Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  that  he  take  proper  action  therein,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  honorable  Commissioner  of  Pensions  l)e  reversed,  and  that  a  certificate 
be  ordered  issued  to  me  under  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant. 

The  letter  of  the  honorable  Commissioner,  above  referred  to,  is  as 
follows : 

You  are  advised  that  your  request,  filed  March  24,  1S98,  for  a  rehearing  of  the  case 
relating  to  the  question  of  the  rank  held  by  you  at  the  time  your  jiensioned  dis- 
abilities were  contracted,  together  with  the  testimony  of  Henry  L.  Baker,  R.  S. 
McMichael,  and  Dr,  Erastus  J.  Buck  bearing  upon  the  (jueation,  has  been  carefully 
considered,  but  that  it  does  not  warrant  a  change  of  the  action  of  this  Bureau  in 
placing  your  name  on  the  pensicm  roll  as  a  sergeant,  for  the  following  reasons:  It  can 
not  \)e  accepte<l  to  controvert  the  records  of  the  War  Dejiartment,  which  show  that 
you  were  mustered  ai«  a  second  lieutenant  Septemlx'r  10,  1862,  the  date  of  the  occur- 
rence of  a  vacancy  in  that  rank,  and  the  certificate  of  disability  on  which  your  resig- 
nation was  accepted,  date<l  January  19,  1863,  state<l  that  you  suffered  with  the 
chronic  diarrhea  and  general  debility  for  five  months,  thus  bringing  the  date  of 
incurrence  prior  to  Septem])er  10,  1862,  and  while  you  were  an  enlisted  man.  No 
action  is  now  i^ending  in  the  case. 

Through  a  member  of  Congress  the  claimant  herein  applied  to  the 
War  Department  to  have  the  discharge  certificate  corrected,  and  fol- 
lowing is  the  reply  of  that  Department: 

Referring  to  your  letter  of  the  12th  instant,  received  on  the  13th,  relative  to  the 
case  of  Second  Lieut.  R.  J.  Chase,  Company  C,  P^ighteenth  Wisconsin  Infantry  Vol- 
unteers, in  which  you  reciuest  that  the  case  of  this  soldier  be  c^onsidered  in  connec- 
tion with  the  evidence  on  file  in  the  Pension  Oflice,  with  a  view,  it  is  presume<l,  to 
the  amendment  of  his  record  to  show  that  the  disability  for  which  he  was  discharged 
was  contracted  after  he  assumed  the  duties  of  second  lieutenant,  the  Pension  Oflice 
having  decided  that,  inasmuch  as  the  report  from  this  office  showed  that  his  disa- 
bility existed  G\e  months  prior  to  his  discharge,  he  should  [ye  allowed  a  i>ension 
only  as  of  the  grade  of  sergeant,  I  have  the  honor  to  advise  you  as  follows: 

The  records  show  that  Ransom  J.  Chase  was  enrolled  Deceml)er  18,  1861,  and  was 
mustered  into  service  January  20,  1862,  as  a  corporal  in  Comi)any  C,  Eighteenth 
Wisconsin  Infantry,  to  serve  three  years;  that  he  was  promoted  fourth  sergeant, 
April  8,  1862;  first  sergeant,  June  16,  1862;  was  mustered  in  as  second  lieutenant, 
same  company,  to  date  September  10,  1862;  and  that  he  was  discharge<l  the  service, 
as  second  lieutenant,  in  special  orders.  Department  of  the  Tennessee,  dated  January 
23,  I860,  on  tender  of  resignation,  accomi)anied  by  a  certificate  of  the  surgeon  of  the 
regiment,  dated  January  19,  1863,  showing  that  Lieutenant  Chase  "had  suffered 
from  chronic  diarrhea  and  general  debility  for  five  months." 

This  record  is  clear  and  positive,  is  not  in  itself  contradictory,  is  not  contradicted 
by  any  of  the  official  reconls,  and  was  certified  to  aa  correct  by  the  officer  authorized 
to  make  it,  who  is  himself  shown  by  the  records  to  have  been  continuously  on  duty 
with  the  regiment  for  nearly  a  year  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  certificate,  and  this 
Department,  therefore,  which  is  simply  the  custodian  of  the  records  in  its  posses- 
sion, has  no  lawful  authority  to  change  them,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  in  any  way  so 
as  to  make  them  show  anv  thing  other  than  what  they  now  show  in  regard  to  the 
disability  for  which  this  officer  was  discharged.  Such  authority  could  only  l)e  con- 
ferred upon  this  Dei)artment  through  additional  legislation  by  Congress. 

An  examination  of  the  pai)ers  on  file  in  the  Pensicm  Ottice  in  this  ofticer's  claim 
for  pension  shows  that  the  evidence  relied  upon  to  overturn  the  reconl  of  the  dura- 
tion of  the  disability  for  which  this  officer  was  discharge<l  is  simply  the  testimony  of 
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Lieutenant  Chaae  and  <»<»inra<les,  including  the  siirg:eon  of  the  regriment  himself,  to 
the  effet^t  that  he  (Chaise)  tli<l  not  actually  contract  his  digahilitv  for  which  he  was 
dir*i-haiv***l  until  after  hin  annumption  of  his  duties  as  second  lieutenant,  and  that  the 
aTtificate  of  the  surpet)n  that  it  was  contracted  five  months  prior  to  January  19^ 
ls»i.S,  is  therefore  erroneous.  Neither  this  testimony,  however,  nor  any  testimony, 
can  warrant  this  Department  in  changing;  a  clear  and  positive  record. 

The  qw^tion  as  to  what  weight  shall  be  given  this  testimony  in  the  consideration 
of  this  officer's  claim  for  pension,  and  whether  or  not  it  is  sufiicient  to  outweigh  the 
reconl  evidence  of  this  Dei^rtment  in  the  case  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  ension  as 
of  the  grade  of  secimd  lieutenant  instead  of  that  of  sergeant,  is  one  not  for  tliis 
Ik»partinent,  but  for  the  Pension  Office,  to  decide. 

This  apix'al  i-aised  the  question  whether  the  disability  for  which 
the  claimant  is  seeking  pension  was  contiucted  while  he  was  a  .second 
lieutenant. 

Section  461>t),  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  provides: 

Kvery  commissioned  officer  of  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Cordis  shall  receive 
such  and  only  such  pension  as  is  provided  in  the  preceding  section  for  the  rank  he 
held  at  the  time  he  received  the  mjury  or  contracted  the  disease  which  re^nilted  in 
the  disability  on  account  of  which  he  may  be  entitled  to  pension.     *    *     * 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  to  entitle  an  officer  to  pension  as  of  a  cer- 
tain rank  the  law  provides  that  he  must  have  "'  contracted  the  disease 
which  resulted  in  the  disability"  while  he  held  such  rank.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  when  the  disability  resulted,  but  when,  the  disease  was 
contracted. 

On  the  question  of  the  date  at  which  the  ulcerated  stomach  and 
chronic  diarrhea  for  which  the  claimant  seeks  pension  wa.s  contracted 
the  record  contains  a  copy  of  a  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge, 
which  is  as  follows: 

Lieut.  Ransom  J.  Chase,  of  the  Eighteenth  Regiment  Wisconsin  Infantry,  ha\ing 
applied  to  me  for  a  certificate  on  which  to  ground  a  resignation,  I  do  hereby  certify 
that  I  have  (^arefully  examined  this  officer  and  find  that  he  is  now  suffering  from 
pyrosis,  and  that  he  has  frequent  attacks  of  diarrhea,  and,  further,  that  he  has 
suffered  from  chronic  diarrhea  and  general  debility  for  five  months,  and  in  conse- 
(juence  thereof  he  is,  in  my  opinion,  useless  to  the  service. 

The  above  certificate  was  dated  Januar}'  19,  1863.  It  will  thus  be 
seen  from  the  quoted  certificate  that  the  claimant  first  contracted 
chronic  diarrhea  on  or  before  August  19,  1863,  about  a  month  before 
he  was  mustered  in  as  a  second  lieutenant. 

An  examination  of  the  above  certificate  discloses  that  the  most  of  it 
was  based  on  statements  made  to  the  surgeon  by  the  claimant.  All 
the  ailment  that  was  disclosed  by  the  examination  was  ''  pyrosis."  The 
examination  could  not  disclose  that  he  had  **  frequent  attacks  of 
diarrhea"  or  that  he  had  ''suflfered  from  chronic  diarrhea  and  gen- 
eral debility  for  five  months."  It  is  manifest  that  the  claimant  gave 
the  surgeon  this  information. 

In  a  very  few  cases  the  doctrine  of  strict  estoppel  is  applied  in  pen- 
sion cases,  such  as  proof  of  divorce  estopping  a  party  from  denying 
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a  marriage,  and  in  cases  like  the  one  under  consideration  a  principle 
analagous  to  estoppel  may  well  be  applied. 

In  the  case  of  John  H.  Ruhl  (8  P.  D.,  351),  the  Department  said: 

When  a  soldier  has  procured  his  discharge  by  reason  of  his  own  false  statements, 
which  statements  are  recited  in  his  certificate  of  discharge,  he  will  not  be  allowed  in 
a  pension  claim  to  deny  the  truth  of  these  statements,  but  he  may  attack  the  fact  that 
he  made  sucih  statement*!,  since  fraud  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  those  who  made  the 
record  are  always  open  to  proof. 

In  the  case  of  Charles  G.  Lewis  (4  P.  D.,  328)  the  Department  held: 

When  an  officer  applies  for  and  receives  a  certificate  of  disability  to  accompany  his 
resignation,  his  action  in  the  premises  raises  the  presumption  that  the  facts  stated 
in  said  certificate  are  admitted  by  him  to  be  correct,  and  he  is  estopped,  after  a  lapse 
of  many  years,  from  denying  their  correctness,  except  upon  testimony  of  the  most 
jx)sitive  and  conclusive  character. 

It  was  said  further  in  the  same  opinion: 

It  is  clearly  apparent  that  the  adverse  recitals  in  a  certificate  of  disability,  where 
such  certificate  is  made  the  ground  of  a  tender  of  resignation  by  an  officer,  are 
entitled  to  far  greater  weight  as  against  said  oflTicer,  upon  the  principle  relating  to 
estoppel,  than  a  certificate  which  is  not  so  used  as  a  basis  for  resignation.  In  the 
claim  now  under  consideration  it  will  not  admit  of  doubt  that  the  claimant  knew 
the  contents  of  the  certificate  which  was  made  by  his  fellow-olficer,  the  surgeon  of 
his  regiment,  and,  by  basing  his  resignation  thereon,  he  acquiesced  in  and  adopted 
the  statements  contained  in  said  certificate  and  made  them  his  own.  Ordinarily, 
such  a  certificate  can  be  overcome  only  by  convincing  testimony  tending  to  impeach 
the  certificate  for  fraud  or  other  suflBcient  reason,  and  thus  removing  the  ground  of 
estoppel. 

The  contemporaneous  statements  of  the  claimant,  made  of  record, 
for  purposes  of  which  he  took  advantage,  are  under  all  rules  of  evi- 
dence to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  him. 

The  claimant  in  his  appeal  avers  that  he  was  taken  by  surprise  at 
the  statement  in  the  discharge  certificate  that  he  had  suffered  from 
chronic  diari'hea  for  five  months  prior  to  January  19,  1863.  There  is 
no  evidence  in  the  record  which  establishes  that  such  statement  in  the 
certificate  was  not  made  by  the  claimant,  and  thus  no  ground  for  the 
surprise  as  averred  appears.  Dr.  Buck,  who  made  the  certificate,  filed 
an  aflSdavit  in  December,  1898,  in  which  he  mys  he  can  not  account 
for  that  statement  being  in  there. 

The  undisputed  evidence  is  that  the  claimant  continued  to  do  duty 
as  second  lieutenant  from  the  date  of  his  muster  in  as  such  officer 
until  about  November  2,  1802.  At  that  time  the  claimant  asserted 
he  contracted  ulceration  of  the  stomach  and  chronic  diarrhea.  The 
medical  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  was  treated 
in  hospital  from  November  7  to  10,  1862,  for  "  remittent  fever," 
and  from  February  7  to  11,  1863,  ''diarrhea." 

The  claimant  resigned  from  the  service  February  11,  1863.  It  will 
be  noted  that  the  allegation  of  the  claimant  that  he  contracted  chronic 
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diarrhoH  and  ulcemtion  of  the  si^toinach  in  November,  18*32.  is  met  by 
a  positively  adverse  rei'ord. 

The  evidence  of  the  eaptain  of  claimant's  company  and  his  comrades 
that  he  performed  the  duties  of  second  lieutenant  up  to  November. 
1S62,  is  by  no  means  conclusive  evidence  that  he  did  not  contract 
chronic  diarrh(*a  in  the  month  of  August  before. 

We  have  his  positive  statement  to  the  surgeon  that  he  did  contract 
diarrhea  fiv(^  months  before  he  prejiared  to  resign.  The  claimant 
can  hardly  be  heard,  now  that  over  a  third  of  a  century  has  elapsed, 
in  contradiction  of  his  own  recorded  statements.  Evidence  as  to  hi:? 
perfonning  his  duty  as  an  officer  does  not  go  to  the  point  in  isisue. 

There  has  been  no  impeachment  of  the  record  here,  either  on  the 
ground  of  fniud  or  mistake.  It  tells  the  same  story  it  told  when  the 
officer  secured  hi.s  release  from  further  service  on  ac*count  of  it,  and 
stands  as  a  true  recital  of  the  facts  it  contains.  If  it  stands  at  all  it  is 
conclusive  of  the  facts  it  recites.  When  it  falls  it  does  so  through  a 
direct  attack  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake.  Any  other  rule 
would  subject  records  solemnly  made  to  the  caprice  and  treacheries  of 
memorv.  It  is  not  safe  to  invade  those  rules  which  have  been  thrown 
about  duly  certified  records  of  any  character,  and  much  less  a  record 
which  was  made  at  the  suggestion  of  a  person  for  one  purpose  and 
acted  upon  by  him,  when  long  afterwards  the  same  person  seeks  to 
give  it  another  meaning  for  an  altogether  different  purpose. 

It  is  concluded  there  was  no  error  in  the  Bureau  action  and  the 
same  is  hereby  affirmed. 


marriage— act  of  .tune  37,  1890-divorce. 

Drucilla  Walker  (widow). 

Claimant* 8  marriage  to  the  soldier  in  1878,  he  havinj?  at  the  time  a  former  wife  living 
who  was  not  divorced  from  him  until  1896,  wa4»  null  and  void,  and  as  claimant 
was  not  and  could  not  have  been  legally  married  to  the  soldier  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  she  can  have  no  title  to  pension  under  said  act 
by  reason  of  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  thereof. 

AsnlKtant  Secretary  F.  L,  Camphell  to  th^  Commisskyrwr  of  PenMcns^ 

July  SU  190L 

Drucilla  Walker,  as  the  widow  of  Isaac  Walker,  late  of  Company  B, 
Forty -first  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  Company  L,  Seventh  Iowa 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  filed  her  applications  October  80, 1899,  and  Novem- 
ber 9,  1899,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  claim 
was  rejected  June  13, 1901,  upon  the  ground  of  ''no  title;  the  claimant 
was  not  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier  at  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act, 
he  not  having  been  divorced  from  a  former  wife  until  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act.''     From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  July  8,  1901, 
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in  which,  after  reciting  the  facts  a.s  to  soldier's  marital  relations  and 
referring  to  certain  departmental  decisions,  it  is  contended  that  claim- 
ant became  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier  after  the  divorce  of  his  first 
wife,  although,  as  admitted,  her  marriage  to  him  was  at  first  invalid; 
and  further  that  she  is  entitled  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  not- 
withstanding the  marriage  did  not  become  valid  until  after  the  passage 
of  said  act. 

The  soldier  was  a  pensioner  under  the  said  a<*t  of  June  27,  185M),  at 
Jfl2  per  month.  He  died  September  80.  1S<J8.  It  is  shown  by  a  veri- 
fied copy  of  the  public  record  of  Stone  County,  Mo.,  that  he  was  mar- 
ried to  this  claimant  July  25,  1878.  At  the  time,  however,  he  had  a 
former  wife  living  and  undivorced.  It  is  shown  by  a  certified  copy 
of  the  decree  that  said  former  wife  was  gninted  a  divorce  from  the 
soldier  by  the  circuit  court  of  Vernon  County,  Mo.,  in  December, 
1896,  or  more  than  eighteen  years  after  his  marriage  to  this  claimant. 

It  is  shown  that,  after  the  removal  of  the  impedinient  by  the  divorce 
obtained  in  1896,  the  soldier  and  claimant  continued  to  live  together 
until  his  death  in  1898.  In  view  of  this  it  is  contended  that  it  should 
be  presumed  that  their  marriage  became  lawful  by  nmtual  consent 
under  the  operation  of  an  implied  contract.  It  is  further  contended 
as  follows: 

It  is  believed  it  was  not  the  intention  of  tlie  lawmaking  power  to  declare  that 
where  an  applicant  shall  have  married  a  noldier  in  good  faith  by  formal  ceremony 
some  twelve  years  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  referred  to,  and  shall  have  lived 
with  said  soldier  for  twenty  years  thereafter,  that  a  legal  impediment  which  was  not 
removed  until  some  six  years  subsequent  to  the  ))a.««sage  of  the  act  shall  constitute  a 
bar  to  the  grant  of  a  pension. 

There  is  only  one  material  question  in  the  case.  The  last  proviso  in 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  as  follows: 

And  provided  further,  That  said  widow  shall  have  married  sai<i  soldier  prior  to  the 
passage  of  this  act. 

The  claimant  could  not.  under  any  existing  law,  have  become  the 
lawful  wife  of  the  soldier  at  any  time  prior  to  1896,  when  the  first  wife 
obtained  her  divorce.  That  date,  being  subsequent  to  the  passage  of 
said  act,  under  which  she  claims  title,  she  does  not,  under  the  specific 
terms  of  the  proviso,  have  a  pensionable  status  under  the  same.  The 
marriage  of  the  claimant  and  the  soldier  in  1878  was  void — a  mere 
nullity — and  any  valid  marriage  which  might  have  occurred  in  1896, 
or  thereafter,  can  have  no  retrospective  operation  which  would  legal- 
ize or  impart  validity  to  their  relations  from  the  inception  thereof. 
Such  a  holding  would  be  manifestly  untenable,  for  the  reason  that  it 
would  operate  to  bestow  a  lawful  relation  between  the  soldier  and  two 
living  wives  during  the  period  inteiTening  between  the  years  1878  and 
1896,  a  condition  which  is  not  tolerated  by  existing  laws. 

The  action  complained  of  was  without  error  and  is  hereby  aflinned. 
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ATTORNEYH-FEE— MATERIAL.  SERVICE— DECLARATION. 

John  Fitzpatrick  (claimant). 
Patrick  IL  Coxev  (attorney). 

The  filing  of  an  amendatory  declaration  in  a  claim  for  original  pension  under  the 
SLici  of  June  27,  1H90,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  holding  of  a  medical  examination, 
in  material  service  and  may  entitle  an  attorney  to  the  fee. 

A8slj<tant  Secretary  F,  L,  Campbell  to  tJie  Cf/niinissioner  of  Pen^ioti^^ 

July  31,  1901. 

Patrick  H.  Coney,  of  Topeka,  Kans.,  on  May  16,  1901,  entered  an 
appt^al  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue 
of  May  25,  11^00,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  of  John  P^itzpatrick,  who  served  in  Company  I,  First  Maryland 
Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  soldier,  on  April  30,  1891,  William  H.  Limbocker, 
of  Manhattan,  Kans.,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1S90,  in  which  were  alleged  gunshot  wound  of  right  leg  and 
injur}'  to  right  leg  as  disabling  causes.  The  claim  was  rejected,  and 
Mr.  Limbocker  was  so  advised  February  9,  1892. 

James  M.  Graham,  of  Manhattan,  Kans.,  in  behalf  of  the  soldier, 
on  Ma}'  29,  1894.  filed  another  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  in  which  were  alleged  injury  to  the  right  shoulder 
and  injury  to  head  as  disabling  causes  in  addition  to  those  alleged  in 
the  declaration  filed  April  30,  1891,  by  Mr.  Limbocker.  This  claim 
was  rejected,  and  Mr.  Graham  was  so  advised  December  20,  1894. 
He  filed,  November  23,  1896,  a  third  declaration  under  said  act  in 
behalf  of  the  soldier.  The  claim  was  rejected,  and  Mr.  Graham  was 
so  advised  October  5,  1897.  He  filed  a  fourth  declaration  November 
2,  1897,  in  which  were  alleged  varicose  veins  of  both  legs,  disease  of 
bowels,  and  general  debility  as  disabling  causes  in  addition  to  those 
alleged  in  prior  declamtions.  He  filed  eWdence  on  November  20, 1897. 
A  medical  examination  was  held  December  8,  1897. 

The  appellant  on  June  30,  1898,  filed  a  power  of  attorney,  and  on 
October  17,  1898,  filed  another  declaration  in  the  claim  in  which  dys- 
pepsia was  alleged  as  an  additional  disabling  cause.  On  the  same  date 
he  filed  a  medical  affidavit  as  to  the  soldier's  inability  at  that  time  for 
the  performance  of  manual  labor  on  account  of  broken  right  clavicle, 
gunshot  wound  of  right  leg,  fracture  of  skull,  and  disease  of  stomach. 
He  called  up  the  case  Februar}^  10  and  September  21,  1899,  and  May 
7,  1900.     Another  medical  examination  was  held  May  3,  1899. 

Mr.  Graham  was  suspended  from  practice  before  the  Bureau  on 
Februarj'  1,  1899,  and  has  not  been  reinstated.  He  was  called  upon 
November  20,  1899,  for  evidence  of  continuance  of  inability  to  earn  a 
support  from  November  2,  1897,  date  of  filing  declaration,  to  May  3, 
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1899,  date  of  holding  medical  examination.  In  response  to  this  call 
Mr.  Graham  filed  evidence  December  5,  1899.  He  was  again  called 
up>on  January  9,  1900,  for  proof  of  origin  of  wound  of  right  leg.  In 
response  thereto  he  filed,  Jannary  23,  1900,  the  claimant's  affidavit. 
On  May  25,  1900,  certificate  issued  to  allow  pension  at  $6  per  month 
from  Noveml^er  2,  1897,  date  of  filing  declaration  by  Mr.  Gi'aham. 
On  said  issue  the  fee  was  paid  to  him,  hence  this  appeal. 

It  was  error  for  the  Bureau  to  call  upon  Mr.  Graham  for  evidence 
after  he  was  suspended  from  practice.  As  further  services  by  an 
attorney  were  required  before  the  claim  could  be  allowed,  the  fee 
was  not  earned  by  Gniham.  Therefore  his  rights  in  the  case  termi- 
nated upon  his  suspension  from  practice,  and  thereupon  the  power  of 
attorney  in  favor  of  the  appellant  became  operative.  So  the  question 
whether  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  a  fee  turns  upon  the  fact  whether 
he  rendered  any  material  service  in  securing  the  j)ension  allowed. 
As  noted,  he  filed,  on  October  17,  1898,  a  declaration  and  a  medical 
affidavit.  * 

Paragraph  7,  page  95,  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau, 
reads  as  follows: 

Where  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  been  rejected  on  the  ground  of 
no  ratable  disability  and  the  claimant  files  a  new  declaration,  alleging  the  game  disa- 
bilities set  forth  in  his  prior  application,  or  additional  disabilities  not  heretofore 
alleged,  a  new  me<iical  examination  may  l)e  ordereil. 

Generalh'  the  tiling  of  a  new  declai'ation  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  is  material  service.  It  has  been  recently  held  that 
the  tiling  of  a  new  declai*ation  in  behalf  of  a  person  whose  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  stands  rejected  is  material 
service  if  the  declaration  is  the  first  one  filed  after  rejection  (case  of 
William  Hunton,  certificate  No.  746663,  dated  March  11, 1901,  38  Fee 
P.  L.  Bk..  396). 

Also,  in  a  pending  claim  for  original  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  when  a  new  declaration  containing  allegations  of  the  existence 
of  cause  of  disabilit\'  not  before  alleged  is  deemed  amendatory  decla- 
ration (case  of  James  J.  Abbott,  8  P.  D.,  79),  the  filing  of  such  dec- 
laration is  usually  considered  material  service.  Likewise,  in  a  pending 
claim  for  original  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  when  a  new 
declaration  is  filed  in  which  new  disabling  causes  are  not  alleged,  the 
filing  of  said  declamtion  is  deemed  material  service  where  it  serves  a 
purpose  which  the  filing  of  an  amendatory  declaration  would  serve — 
for  instance,  as  fixing  the  date  of  commencement  of  pension.  An 
amendatory  declaration  has  always  been  deemed  material  service  when 
filed  in  a  claim  prior  to  the  holding  of  a  medical  examination.  Under 
this  test  the  amendatory  declaration  filed  by  the  appellant  was  material, 
as  it  was  filed  October  17,  1898,  and  a  medical  examination  was  held 
May  3, 1899. 
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It  has  }MH»n  pointed  out  that  the  jyower  of  attorne^^  in  favor  of  the 
apiH'Uant  Jn^came  operative.  Although  said  power  did  not  become 
ojKMiitive  until  after  the  ap])ellant  rendered  material  service,  said  serv- 
ice would  entitle  him  to  the  fee;  for   - 

Evidence  iWtnl  liy  a  duly  authorized  attorney  when  not  entitled  to  reoojniition  is 
actual  service,  an<l  it  inureri  to  his  l>enetit  if  he  l)econies  entitled  to  recognition  at  any 
time  l)efore  the  claim  is  prima  £a<'ie  complete,  and  may  entitle  him  to  a  fee.  r  Ca-^ 
of  Elinhup  l\  Allen,  9  P.  I).,  19.) 

As  appellant  acquired  the  attorneyship,  rendered  material  .service  in 
the  claim,  and  was  in  good  standing  when  the  claim  was  allowed,  it 
was  error  to  deny  him  a  fee.  Accordingly,  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
is  reversed.  It  is  directed  that  a  cop}'  of  this  dei'ision  l)e  served  upon 
Mr.  Graham. 


«  ATTOllNEYs-N  KG  LKCT— FEE-INCREASE. 

McKiNZY  Harshfi.eld  (claimant). 
MiLo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

The  rule  that  when  a  claimant  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  me<iic;al  examina- 
tion, and  thereupon  the  failure  of  the  attorney  on  notice  thereof  to  file  the  claim- 
ant's request  for  the  issuance  of  another  order  constitutes  neglect,  is  limited  in  it;? 
application  to  claims  for  straight  increase. 

AS'si^sUmt  Secretary  F,  L.  Camphell  to  the  Cominissioiier  of  I^t-njilom^ 

July  31,  1901, 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  Jul3'  11,  im\ 
entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  denying  them  a  fee 
on  the  issue  of  January  30,  1900,  in  the  claim  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  fJune  27,  18W,  of  McKinzy  Harshtield,  who  served  in  Company 
I,  One  hundred  and  eighty-eighth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry. 

In  behalf  of  the  soldier  on  March  26, 1891,  appellants  filed  a  declara- 
tion for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  claim  was 
rejected  and  appellants  were  so  advised  March  18,  1895.  They  filed 
another  declaration  for  pension  under  said  act  December  27,  1897. 

On  March  28,  1898,  the  claimant  was  ordered  for  medical  examina- 
tion at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  appellants  were  so  advised.  He  failed  to 
appear  and  appellants  w^ere  so  notified  December  13,  1898,  and  at  the 
isame  time  they  were  informed  that  the  claimant's  written  consent  must 
be  tiled  before  another  order  for  medical  examination  would  issue. 

James  M.  Marshall,  of  State  Soldiers'  Home,  Erie  County,  Ohio, 
tiled  another  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
in  behalf  of  the  soldier.  A  medical  examination  was  ordered  through 
him  and  held  May  10, 1899.     On  June  6, 1899,  Mr.  Marshall  was  called 
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upon  for  the  correct  name  of  the  soldier  and  for  evidence  of  continu- 
a,nce  from  December  27,  1897,  date  of  filing  declaration  b}'  appellants, 
to  May  10,  1899,  date  of  holding  medical  examination.  This  evidence 
lie  filed  June  6  and  November  27,  1899. 

Certificate  issued  January  30, 1900,  to  allow  pension  from  December 
27, 1897,  at  $6  per  month.  On  said  issue  Messrs.  Stevens  &  Co.  were 
denied  a  fee,  hence  this  appeal. 

The  Bureau  assigns  neglect  for  denying  appellants  a  fee  upon  the 
ground  of  their  failure  to  file  the  claimant's  request  for  another  med- 
ical examination. 

Neglect  upon  the  part  of  an  attorney  to  comply  with  the  rules  of 
practice  in  the  prosecution  of  a  case  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  rights. 
However,  it  never  has  been  held  that  the  failure  of  an  attorney  in  an 
original  claim  for  pension  to  file  a  claimant's  request  for  medical 
examination  would  constitute  neglect.  The  rules  of  pi-actice  have  not 
imposed  upon  the  attorne}-  an  obligation  to  file  such  request  in  the 
above-mentioned  class  of  claims  within  any  limited  time,  and  it  is  not 
believed  that  it  would  be  equitable  to  do  so.  An  attorney  is  required 
to  file  the  evidence  necessary  to  prima  facie  establish  a  case.  This  he 
is  able  to  do  without  the  cooperation  of  a  claimant.  In  fact  the  prac- 
tice contemplates  the  performance  of  such  services  on  his  part,  and  if 
he  fails  in  this  particular,  although  his  failure  is  due  to  the  want  of 
coopeitition  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  the  attorney  must  suffer  the 
penal t}^  of  neglect.  But  where  the  claimant  refuses  to  file  a  request 
for  another  medical  examination,  it  is  beyond  an  attorney's  effort  to 
satisfy  the  demand  of  the  Bureau.  In  such  an  event  the  penalty  has 
fallen  upon  the  claimant,  the  one  to  whom  the  failure  is  due.  It  would 
not  be  just  to  hold  an  attorney,  after  he  has  prima  facie  completed  a 
claim  for  pension,  responsible  for  the  action  of  the  claimant  and  inflict 
upon  the  attorney  a  penalty  because  of  the  claimant's  conduct. 

It  is  true  that  in  claims  for  straight  increase  of  pension  the  rules 
require  that  an  attorney,  under  the  penalt}^  of  neglect,  shall  file  the 
claimant's  request  for  the  issuance  of  another*  order  for  medical  exam- 
ination where  he  has  failed  to  comply  with  such  an  order.  (See  case 
of  Robins  E.  Babcock,  7  P.  D.,  285.) 

Upon  the  subject  presented  as  an  issue  in  this  case  the  Department 
found  occasion  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Johnson,  certificate  No. 
174867,  decided  October  21,  1899  (34  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  245),  to  remark 
as  follows: 

It  appears  that  at  aiid  for  some  time  i)rior  to  tlie  death  of  Mr.  Lemon  (the  attorney 
in  the  case),  there  remained  nothing  to  do  in  the  cai^e  except  to  hold  a  medical 
examination.  In  fat^t,  the  case  awaited  a  statement  from  the  claimant  as  to  his  will- 
ingness to  comply  wit4i  an  order  for  medical  examination.  In  no  instance  has  it 
ever  been  held  by  this  Department  that  failure  upon  the  part  of  an  attorney  to  file 
such  statement  or  otherwise  proceed  to  secure  another  order  for  medical  examination 
when  one  has  not  been  complied  with  constituted  neglect  in  an  original  claim. 
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l'n<ier  the  conditions  the  claim  awaita  a  medical  examination/  and  whenever  hdi 
the  fee  in  ct'rtitie<i  uiwn  the  allowance  of  the  claim  to  the  attorney  in  good  rtanding 
to  whom  it  would  have  In-en  i>aid  had  the  prior  order  for  medical  examination  l«tii 
compHe<l  with  by  the  claimant  Now,  this  case  was  completed  by  Mr.  Lemoo:  it 
awaitcnl  the  holding  of  a  me<lical  examination,  and,  whenever  held,  he  wasentitlel 
to  the  fe«'  u|)on  the  allowance  of  the  claim.  It  ^  true  that  in  claims  for  straight 
incre&*e,  under  jKMialty  of  nt^^ect,  an  attorney  it*  require<l  to  explain  a  daimam? 
noncompliance  with  an  onler  for  me<lical  examination.  The  reasKins  are  that  claira"* 
for  increaw^  can  l)e  al)andone<l,  and  when  abandoned  another  claim  for  increase  inn 
l)e  filed.  But  in  ori};inal  claims  for  pension  abandonment  rarely  occurs,  and  therein 
the  <iate  of  commencement  of  pension  is  not  affected  by  the  holding-  of  a  nK?«lic»l 
examination. 

The  foregoing  wa.s  quoted  with  approval  in  the  case  Alexander 
Brown,  certificate  Xo.  582612,  dated  May  21,  ismi  (89  Fee  P.  1».  Bk.. 
315). 

The  rule  ha.»*  lx»en  limited  in  its  application  to  claims  for  straight 
increase.  In  but  one  instance  has  it  been  applied  in  any  other  classof 
claims,  and  that  was  where  the  Department  affirmed  the  action  of  tbe 
Bureau  denying  an  attorney  a  fee  in  a  claim  for  restoration  under 
said  mle.  The  attention  of  the  Department  was  not  called  to  tbe 
error,  for  such  it  was,  and  due  to  oversight  as  to  the  cla^s  of  claims  to 
which  belonged  the  claim  under  consideration. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the 
appellants  a  fee  upon  the  ground  assigned  is  reversed.  It  is  directed 
that  a  copy  of  this  decision  be  serv^ed  on  Mr.  Marshall,  the  attorney 
to  whom  the  fee  wiis  paid. 


I>KSEIITED  'WIFK— ACrr  MARCH  8,  1899— DIVORCE-nJITUSDICrTIOX. 

Eliza  McKee  f\  James  H.  McKee. 

It  apj)earin>r  from  a  duly  ivrtifiwl  copy  of  the  court  record  that  pensioner  wa? 
divorciMl  from  the  claimant,  who  seeks  a  division  of  his  j>eni?ioii  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  ])rior  to  tiling  8U(^h  claim  the  record  also  showing  that  said  nmrl 
accjuired  jurisdiction  over  said  alle<red  deserted  wife  in  the  suit  for  said  divorce, 
she  was  not  ])ensioner's  wife  and  is  not  entitle<i  to  receive  one-haif  of  his 
jyension. 

Ass/\st(f?)t  aSVvvv  /^//v/  7^^.  Z.   CanqMJ  to  th*   Commi^unur  of  Pemntm. 

Angu-Ht  22.  1901. 

Eliza  McKee,  alleged  wife  of  James  H.  MeKee,  hite  sergeant  Com- 
pany C,  Ninety-second  Ohio  Infantry,  and  a  pensioner  under  certiti- 
cate  No.  178339,  appealed  by  her  attorneys  June  4,  1901,  from  the 
Bureau  action  of  April  H,  1901,  rejecting  her  claim  for  one-half  of  her 
husband's  pension,  filed  November  26, 1900,  under  the  act  of  MaivhS, 
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1899,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  ''not  now  pensioner's  legal  wife,  he 
liaving  secured  a  divorce  from  her  in  the  circuit  court  of  Cedar  County, 
Mo.,  October  9, 1891." 

Due  notice  of  the  appeal  has  been  served  upon  the  appellee  who  has 
filed  his  answer  to  the  appeal. 

It  is  contended,  in  brief,  that  said  decree  of  divorce  is  void  for  the 
reason  that  the  Missouri  court  never  acquired  jurisdiction  of  claimant, 
she  being  at  the  time  the  resident  of  another  State,  and  never  received 
notice  of  pensioner's  application  for  divorce;  citing  the  cases  of  Nancy 
E.  Scott  (6  P.  D.,  185)  and  Josephine  G.  Boyd  (8  P.  D.,  1);  also  Free- 
man on  Judgments  (2  ed.,  sec.  127),  and  Wells  on  Jurisdiction  of 
Oourts,  page  28. 

These  authorities,  as  well  as  the  more  recent  departmental  decision 
in  the  case  of  Annie  M.  Shipp  (11  P.  D.,  226),  enunciate  the  well- 
known  rule  that  where  jurisdiction  depends  upon  substituted  or  con- 
structive, as  contradistinguished  from  personal,  service  of  notice,  the 
court  record  must  show  a  strict  compliance  with  the  statute  providing 
for  service  by  publication,  in  order  to  sustain  the  judgment  or  decree. 

In  the  Scott  case  (6  P.  D.,  185)  no  publication  of  notice  was  made 
as  required  by  the  statutes  of  Missouri. 

In  the  Boyd  case  (8  P.  D.,  1)  the  published  notice  required  the 
defendant  to  answer  on  a  day  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  publica- 
tion required  by  the  statutes  of  Nebraska,  and  was  therefore  defective 
and  conferred  no  jurisdiction  upon  the  court,  and  the  decree  was 
therefore  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

In  the  Shipp  .case  (11  P.  D.,  226),  decided  February  8,  1901,  the 
.<*tatutory  provision  of  Indiana  as  to  service  of  notice  on  the  defend- 
ant was  not  complied  with,  and  the  court  therefore  did  not  acquire 
jurisdiction. 

All  of  these  decisions  are  based  upon  the  rule  that  statutes  providing 
for  constructive  service  of  notice  by  publication,  being  in  derogation 
of  the  common  law,  must  be  strictly  followed. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
statutory  provisions  of  Missouri,  as  to  substituted  or  constructive 
service  of  notice  by  publication,  was  not  strictly  complied  with,  or 
that  the  court  granting  the  pensioner  a  decree  of  divorce  from  the 
claimant  October  9,  1891,  was  without  jurisdiction,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  appears  that  all  jurisdictional  facts  were  shown. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  claimant  is  the  wife  of 
pensioner,  he  having  been  divorced  from  her  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1S99. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  ai^cordingly  affirmed. 
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fek— attoiinkys-minor's  claims— pro  kata  fkk. 

Minors  ok  David  G.  Miller  ((laimaxts). 
W.  ^V,  DrnLEV  (attorney). 

Ill  a  niinor'n  rlaini  for  jK-nsidu,  when,  ujKm  Wue  at  c-ertificate  u»  allow  }>eTi»iion,  pay- 
ment of  the  share  of  one  claimant  is  withheld  nmler  the  hij^tnictums  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  date<t  January  14,  1901,  the  entire  fee  of  the  attorney 
pronecutin^  the  <twc»  nhall  )k»  paid  pn)  rata  from  the  shares  of  ihe  other  claimant^ 
to  whom  i)enHion  is  jwid  ninm  and  at  the  time  of  said  isniie. 

Auffftxt  22.  1901. 

W.  W.  Dudley,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  May  24,  19(»1,  ontei-ed  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue 
of  April  4,  11K)1,  in  the  claim  for  pension  vmder  the  genei^al  law  of  the 
minor  children  of  David  G.  Miller,  deceased,  who  sen-ed  in  Company 
D,  Eighty-eighth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry. 

On  June  26, 1901,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  by  the  Departiuont  upon 
the  report  of  the  Bureau  dated  June  3,  If^Ol,  in  Avhich  it  was  .sot  forth 
that  the  contention  of  the  appellant  relative  to  the  fee  on  said  issue 
was  conceded  hy  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau  has  moved  to  reinstate  the 
appeal.  In  report  dated  July  10,  lOol,  it  is  set  forth  that  the  motion  to 
dismiss  Avas  made  under  the  ])elief  that  the  entire  pension  had  been  paid 
to  the  claimant,  Lydia  E.  Miller,  which  led  the  Bureau  to  concede  the 
appellant's  contention  for  a  fee  of  ^25.  The  Bureau  basses  its  motion 
to  reinstate  the  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  only  a  minor's  share  of 
the  pension  has  been  paid  to  the  claimant,  tydia  E.  Miller,  and  argues 
that  this  fact  fully  sustains  its  action  in  denying  the  contention  of  the 
appellant  for  the  payment  of  the  entire  fee.  The  appellant  has  lx»en 
notified  of  the  Bureau's  motion  to  reinstate  said  appeal.  No  objection 
has  been  interposed.  As  it  appears  that  the  Bureau  adheres  to  its 
action  refusing  to  certify  tlie  entire  fee  to  Mr.  Dudley,  the  attoniey 
in  the  claim,  the  appeal  from  said  action  is  reinstated. 

In  behalf  of  Hai'vey  Miller  and  Lydia  E.  Miller  (now  Swank),  the 
children  of  David  G.  Miller,  deceased,  on  September  12,  1890,  the 
appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law.  He 
filed  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  claim  and  on  November  11,  1890,  tiled 
articles  of  agreement  stipulating  for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  J?2o. 

The  claimant  Lydia  E.  Miller  (now  Swank)  attained  the  sixteenth 
year  of  her  age  on  July  1,  1884;  the  claimant  Harvey  Miller  attained 
the  sixteenth  year  of  his  age  on  April  19,  18T8. 

Certificate  issued  April  4,  190L  to  allow  pension  in  the  claim  with 
direction  that  the  share  of  Lydia  E.  be  paid  to  her  and  the  share  of 
Harvey  be  withheld  under  instructions  of  the  Secretar\'  of  the  Interior 
dated  January  14,  1901.     Said  direction  has  been  observed.     On  said 
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issue  the  sum  of  $12.50  was  certified  to  the  appellant  for  his  services 
in  securing  the  allowance  of  pension  in  behalf  of  Lydia  E.  The 
Bureau  refused  to  certify  to  the  appellant  the  remainder  of  the  fee, 
hence  this  appeal. 

Under  the  instruction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  payment  of  a 
minor's  pension  to  claimants  who  attained  their  sixteenth  year  prior 
to  Jul}'  1, 1880,  and  who  did  not  file  a  declaration  for  pension  prior  to 
that  date,  is  w^ithheld. 

The  appellant  argues  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  reduced 
(scaled)  the  contract  fee  and  that  the  Commissioner  is  without  any 
warrant  of  authority  to  take  such  action,  citing  the  case  of  Granville 
Todd  (3  P.  D.,  383). 

The  Bureau  states  the  pi'acticp  to  be,  when  pension  is  allowed  to  two 
or  more  claimants  as  minor  children  and  the  share  of  one  is  withheld^ 
for  the  reason  that  his  post-office  address  is  not  known  or  for  other 
cause,  that  such  portion  of  the  entire  fee  is  paid  as  the  number  of 
shares  of  pension  paid  to  claimants  bears  to  the  total  number  of  shares, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  fee  is  paid  as  the  remaining  shares  are  paid. 
The  practice  as  thus  stated  contemplates  the  allowance  of  pension  to 
all  the  claimants  for  a  minor's  pension  on  account  of  the  military  serv- 
ice and  death  o'f  their  father,  and  no  reasonable  objection  is  suggested 
for  any  change  as  to  the  payment  of  fee  where  the  facts  in  a  case  are 
like  those  set  forth.  But  in  the  present  case  it  will  be  noticed  that  the 
title  to  pension  of  one  of  the  claimants,  Harvey,  is  in  doubt.  Payment 
of  pension  is  withheld  awaiting  the  determination  of  the  question  by 
this  Department  whether  a  claimant  is  entitled  to  a  minor's  pension 
where  he  attains  his  sixteenth  year  before  the  1st  of  July,  1880,  and 
does  not  file  a  declaration  for  such  pension  prior  to  that  date.  So  it 
is  uncertain  whether  appellant  is  entitled  to  any  pay  for  prosecuting  a 
claim  in  behalf  of  the  claimant  IIai*vey.  In  the  event  that  payment  of 
pension  is  made  to  him,  then  appellant  would  be  entitled  to  pay  for 
such  seiTices.  But  if  such  payment  be  forever  withheld  upon  the 
ground  that  the  claimant  Harvey  forfeited  his  right  to  pension  by 
reason  of  his  failure  to  file  a  declaration  for  pension  prior  to  July  1, 
1880,  the  appellant  would  not  be  entitled  to  any  pay  for  services 
rendered  in  his  behalf. 

However,  the  title  of  the  appellant  to  a  fee  of  f  25  in  no  way  depends 
upon  the  fact  that  he  secured  a  minor's  pension  for  the  claimant  Har- 
vey. He  is  entitled  to  such  fee  for  securing  pension  for  the  claimant 
Lydia  if  the  claimant  Harvey  is  not  entitled  to  pension,  and  the  entire 
sum  is  payable  from  her  pension  in  the  event  that  the  claimant  Har- 
vey is  without  title  to  pension.  So  the  fee  is  earned  at  the  stage  of 
the  proceedings  which  has  been  reached  in  this  claim  whether  or  not 
the  payment  is  made  of  the  share  of  Harvey.  The  fact  of  such  pay- 
nient  does  not  enter  into  the  title  of  the  appellant  to  a  fee  of  $25;  it 
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entei*s  into  the  <|tiestions  as  to  what  tinie  it  shall  be  paid  and  from  what 
fund. 

It  iii  clear,  as  has  }>een  shown,  that  if  payment  of  pension  i>  made 
to  Harvey,  then  payment  of  the  remaining  $12.50  could  be  made  to 
appellant  for  his  services.  But  the  question  is  not  so  easUy  solved  if 
payment  to  Harvey  is  not  made,  as  it  is  not  eei-tain  that  there  would 
l>e  any  fund  from  which  the  remainder  of  the  fee  could  then  lie  certi- 
fied. For  it  does  not  follow  lx*cause  Harvey  is  not  entitled  to  a  share 
of  iMMision  that  Lydia  E.,  the  other  claimant,  is  entitled  to  the  pension 
which  Harvey  would  have  received  had  he  filed  his  claim  for  pension 
prior  to  July  1,  18so.  There  is  as  much  doubt  as  to  whether  such 
rthare  would  Ik*  paid  at  all  as  there  is  doubt  that  it  will  l>e  paid  to 
Harvi^v.  So  there  would  Ik?  no  fund  from  which  the  remaining  fl±5o 
could  1k»  paid  in  the  event  that  the  claimant  Harvey  is  denied  pension, 
as  all  the  pension  due  the  claimant  Lydia  K.  has  possibly  been  paid 
to  her  on  the  issue  of  April  4,  1JK)1. 

Th(^  rule  as  to  the  time  of  payment  of  a  fee  in  a  claim  is  that  pay- 
m(»rit  shall  l)e  made  out  of  the  first  allowance  of  pension.  This  rule 
has  always  lK»en  o))ser\'ed  in  claims  for  minors'  |)ensions,  and  the  fee 
paid  when  the  pension  was  paid,  the  share  of  the  fee  each  claimant 
was  to  bear  bcMug  paid  from  his  share  of  the  pension.*  The  fact  that 
there  have  b<;en  in  manv  instances  temporary  delays  in  payment  of  pen- 
sion to  the  respective  claimants  has  never  constituted  any  exception 
to  the  rule,  and  so  far  as  can  be  leanied  has  not  been  the  subject  of 
complaint  by  attorneys.  No  reason  presents  itself  wh}^  the  rule  should 
not  bo  observexi  in  this  case  and  in  other  claims  belonging  to  its  class. 
and  th(»  entire  fee  })e  paid  from  the  first  allowance  of  pension  paid  to 
any  of  the  claimants.  Then,  in  the  event  that  in  the  claim  fuither 
payment  of  pension  is  made  to  another  claimant  whose  title  to  pen- 
sion at  the  time  the  first  payment  was  made  was  not  approved,  his 
share  of  the  fee  c^an  be  deducted  and  paid  to  the  person  or  pei-sons 
from  whose  share  or  shares  it  was  deducted  at  the  time  the  first  pay- 
ment was  made.  In  this  wa}-  all  purposes  of  the  case  will  be  served 
and  all  danger  will  be  obviated  as  to' there  being  no  fund  from  which 
payment  of  f(»e  can  be  made.  No  reason  appears  for  laying  down  any 
other  rule  for  the  payment  of  fees  in  this  class  of  claims  than  has  lieen 
heretofore  o])served  in  all  claims  for  a  minors  j^ension. 

The  argument  of  the  appellant  is  not  in  j)oint,  as  no  attempt  was 
made  to  scale  or  reduce  the  fee. 

Accordingly,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  revei'sed,  with  direction 
that  the  claimant  Lydia  E.  be  called  upon  to  refund  the  sum  of 
f  12.50  as  ovei-payment  to  her  at  this  date,  to  be  paid  to  the  appellant 
for  his  servi(^es  in  the  claim. 
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I>ECREK— ni5FAITL.T.    l>rV'ORC'K— FNTEIILOC^UTOKY  I>ECREE. 

Adaline  Long  (alleged  widow). 

Under  the  civil  practii'e  of  Missouri  an  interlocutory  decree  of  default  in  a  divorce 
case,  no  trial  being  had  nor  decree  entered  uj)on  the  merits  of  the  case,  is  not  a 
decree  dissolving  the  lK)nds  of  matrimony  existing  between  a  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  notwithstanding  such  decree  states  that  said  l)onds  are  dissolve<l, 
"and  that  unless  the  defendant  appear  at  the  next  regular  term "  and  **show 
goo<l  cause  to  the  contrary,  judgment  will  Ik^  finally  rendered."     *    *    * 

Aim^tant   Serrt^fanj  J^.  L,   VarnjjbM  to  the  (\numiHHi<mei*  of  Pensions^ 

AurjmtSl,  1901, 

Adaline  Long,  as  widow  of  Henry  Long,  who  served  as  a  private  in 
Company  C,  Forty-first  Missouri  Volunteer  Infantry,  from  August  22, 
1804,  to  May  23,  1865,  on  April  7, 1S96,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  18tH),  which  claim  was  rejected 
April  3,  1899,  on  the  ground — 

that  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  appearing  from  the  evidence 
that  at  the  time  when  soldier  went  through  a  ceremony  of  marriage  with  (claimant 
he  had  living  and  undivorced  a  former  wife,  8arah,  from  whom  he  was  never  effec- 
tually divorced. 

From  this  action  claimant,  })v  her  attorney,  appealed  April  4,  1899, 
stating  that  on  September  5,  1872,  soldier  o})tained  a  d(*cree  nisi  of 
divorce  from  his  first  wife  and  thereafter  married  claimant;  that  the 
fii-st  wife  failed  to  show  cause  why  the  decree  should  not  become  final, 
and  that  no  final  decree  was  entered,  and  contending  that  where  no 
cause  is  shown  to  the  contrary  within  the  time  specified  the  decree  nisi 
becomes  absolute  and  the  entry  of  the  final  decree  is  a  mere  formality. 

The  decree  referred  to  in  this  case  is  as  follows: 

Skitembku  Term,  1872. 
State  ok  Missouri, 

i'tMuUj  of  Pulaski y  m: 
In  the  circuit  court  of  said  county,  on  the  5th  day  of  September,  1872,  the  follow- 
ing, among  other  pnM^tHHlings,  were  held,  viz: 

Henry  Long  ^ 

r.  >■  Divorce. 

Sarah  Loncj.  J 

Now,  at  this  day,  comes  the  plaintiff  by  counsel,  and  tlie  defendant,  though  thrice 
solemnly  calle<i,  comes  not,  but  makes  default;  and  it  appearing  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  that  the  defendant  has  l)een  personally  served  with  pro<'es8  for  more  than 
fifteen  days  l)efore  the  first  day  of  the  i)resent  term  of  this  court. 

It  is  therefore  considered  by  the  court  that  the  Ixnidsof  matrimony  heretofore  con- 
tracted between  plaintiff  and  defendant  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  dissolved,  and 
that  unless  the  defendant  appear  at  the  next  regular  term  of  this  court  and  on  or 
before  the  end  of  the  third  day  thereof  and  show  goo<i  cAuse  to  the  contrary  judg- 
ment will  l>e  finally  rendertHl  and  this  cause  continuiHl. 

No  other  or  final  decree  was  ever  entered,  as  appears  from  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  clerk  of  said  court.  ^  j 
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Bv  MH'tion  4501  of  tho  Revised  Statutes  of  iViissouri  the  circuit  courts 
have  juris<lic»ti<)ii  in  all  c*ase.s  of  divorce,  and  the  like  process  aod  pro 
ceedings  shall  l)e  had  in  such  causes  as  are  had  in  other  ci%dl  suits, 
except  the  answer  of  the  defendant  shall  not  l)e  under  oath. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  Missouri  provides  as  follows: 

Sw.  2C)13.  SuitHy  hoir  xnMitutM. — SuitH  may  be  instituted  in  <rourts  of  iv«.*onl,  «»x<vpt 
when  the  statute  law  of  this  State  otherwise  provides,  either,  first,  by  filing  in  the 
offic*e  of  the  clerk  of  the  pro|>er  court  a  petition  setting  forth  the  plain  tifiTs  ckox  or 
caunes  of  action  and  the  renie<iy  sought,  and  by  the  voluntary'  appearance  of  the 
adverse  party  thereto,  or,  second,  by  filing  such  petition  in  such  ofiSoe  and  suing  oot 
thereon  a  writ  of  Auninions  against  the  person  or  of  attachment  against  the  property 
of  the  defendant.  The  filing  of  a  petition  in  a  court  of  record,  or  a  statement  r* 
account  l)efore  a  court  not  of  re(*ord,  and  suing  out  of  procesB  therein,  shall  be  taken 
and  deeuie<l  the  conimeneenient  of  a  suit.     (R.  S.,  1879,  3485a,) 

Sbc.  2014.  H  rite,  when  retnrrudde. — Every  such  original  writ  shall  be  datetl  on  the 
day  it  is  issuer!  and  made  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term  thereafter; 
but  if  the  first  day  of  such  term  be  within  fifteen  days  thereafter,  then  such  writ 
be  made  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  the  second  term,  and  such  writ  when  isaied 
shall,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  petition,  be  delivered  to  the  officer  charged  with 
the  execution  thereof.     (R.  iS.  1879,  34866.) 

Section  2209  of  said  code  provides  that — 

If  the  defendant  shall  fail  to  file  his  answer  or  other  pleading  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law  or  the  rules  of  practice  of  the  court  and  serve  a  copy  thereof  upon 
the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney  when  the  same  is  required,  an  interlocutory  judg- 
ment shall  be  given  against  him  by  default. 

Section  2210  provides  that — 

Such  judgment  (interlo(!utory)  may,  for  good  cause  shown,  be  set  aside  at  any 
time  l)efore  the  damages  are  assessed  or  final  judgment  rendered,  upon  such  tenns 
as  shall  be  just. 

From  an  inspection  of  the  deci'ee  referred  to  it  will  be  seen  that  it 
was  not  a  final  but  an  interlocutory  decree  of  default  only. 

While  the  decree  states  "  that  the  bonds  of  matrimony  heretofore 
contracted  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby, 
dissolved"  ♦  ♦  *  unless,  etc.,  it  is  clearly  not  a  deeree  of  divorce, 
because  it  does  not  show  that  any  trial  of  the  issue  raised  by  the  bill 
for  divorce  was  ever  had,  and  there  was  nothing  at  the  time  before 
the  court  upon  which  judgment  could  be  pronounced,  except  that  the 
defendant  had  failed  to  appear  or  plead  to  the  bill;  that  is,  she  was  in 
default.  A  decree  of  divorce  could  not  be  rendered  until  proof  had 
been  submitted  substantiating  the  material  allegations  contained  in 
the  bill;  that  is,  that  facts  were  proved  showing  that  under  the  law8 
of  Missouri  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  released  from  the  bonds  of 
matrimony.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  defaulted  by  failing  to 
appear  and  answer  after  being  duly  summoned  to  do  so  does  not  show 
that  the  statutory  grounds  of  divorce  were  shown.  As  appears  from 
the  copy  of  the  decree  above  set  forth,  the  case  was  continued,  it 
being  the  practice  in  the  State  in  Missouri  upon  taking  a  de&ult  to 
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continue  the  case  until  the  next  tenu  for  trial  and  final  decree,  no  trial 
of  the  cause  being  had  at  the  same  tenn  at  whit^h  the  default  was 
taken. 

As  the  record  now  stands  no  trial  was  ever  had,  and  no  decree  dis- 
solving the  bonds  of  matrimony  was  or  could  be  rendered,  and  as 
claimant's  marriage  to  soldier  oc(^urred  seven  days  after  the  interlocu- 
tory decree  of  default  was  rendered,  and  before  soldier  had  been 
divorced  from  his  wife  Sarah,  the  same  was  v^oid  and  of  no  effect,  and 
under  the  e^adence  in  the  case  she  is  not  the  widow  of  said  soldier. 

Your  action  rejecting  claimant's  application  for  pension  on  the 
ground  stated  was  not  error,  and  the  same  is  affirmed. 


EVIDENCE— PRESUMPTION  OF  DEATH— ACCRUED  PENSION. 

Mary  J.  Schrater  (widow). 

The  date  of  the  soldier's  death  being  material  in  a  claim  by  an  alleged  widow  for 
his  accrued  pension,  it  must  be  Hatiafactorily  established  by  distinct  proof,  and 
may  not  be  entablished  by  general  presumption  merely,  under  the  rule  as  to  pre- 
sumption of  death  from  seven  ;earH*  unexplained  absence.  (Da>'ie  r.  Briggs,  97 
U.S.,  628.) 

J\.i(Hwtmit  Secretary  F,  L.  Camjibell  to  the  Cmnm/itmimer  of  Pensions, 

Augvst  31,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Mary  J.  Schrater,  in  February,  1899,  was  allowed 
pension,  certificate  No.  474398,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as 
widow  of  Nicholas  J.  Schrater,  who  was  a  member  of  Company  F, 
Second  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  from  March  21,  1864,  to  July  1, 
1865,  and,  having  disappeared  from  his  home  June  5,  1889,  without 
again  being  heard  of,  was  presumed,  under  appellant's  claim  filed  June 
1,  1897,  to  have  died,  and  said  claim  allowed  accordingly. 

At  the  time  of  his  disappearance  the  soldier  was  pensioned  (certifi- 
cate No.  166229)  at  $4  per  month  on  account  of  disability  from  gun- 
shot wound  of  left  foot  and  little  finger  of  left  hand,  and  last  drew  his 
pension  by  check  dated  June  11,  1889,  to  June  4,  1889,  date  of  execu- 
tion of  voucher. 

Appellant's  claim  for  his  accinied  pension  was  rejected  in  February, 
1899,  on  the  ground  that  no  date  of  death  of  the  soldier  could  be  fixed 
for  the  termination  of  his  ac*crued  pension;  and  on  March  15, 1899,  she 
appealed,  contending  that  his  death  *'  is  presumed  to  date  from  the 
time  of  his  absence,  continued  and  unexplained." 

If  this  contention  be  sustained  it  would  result  in  payment  of  but  one 
day's  pension,  as  the  soldier  was  paid  to  June  4,  and  disappeared  June 
5,  1889. 

It  can  not,  however,  be  presumed  that  the  soldier  died  June>5, 1889. 
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Such  is  not  the  force  in  law  of  the  presumption  of  death  of  a  party. 
The  law  is  that — 

the  jierwm  nhown  not  to  have  l)een  heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those,  if  any,  who,  if  he 
had  l>een  alive,  would  naturally  have  heard  of  him,  is  presumed  to  he  dead,  unj^^ 
the  c*in*umHtan('es  of  the  ca^e  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not  being  heard  of  without 
aHSuniiug  his  death. 

This  is  the  general  rule  of  law,  as  held  in  Davie  r.  Brings  {^7  U.  S., 
62S),  and  has  been  held  by  the  Department  in  a  number  of  i-ase^  to 
have  received,  for  pensionable  purposes,  a  legislative  restatement  by 
the  act  of  March  13,  18JH>,  and  to  l)e,  therefore,  in  force  in  {fCnsioD 
adjudications;  siiid  act  reading  as  follows: 

That  in  connidering  claims  file<l  under  the  i)engion  laws,  the  death  of  an  enluited 
man  or  officer  nhall  In*  i'onHi<lere<l  as  sufficiently  pnjved  if  satisfactorx'  evidence  is 
pn>iuce<l  eHtablishing  the  fact  of  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  such 
enliHte<i  man  or  officer  from  bin  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  <iuring 
which  i)eriod  no  int*»lligence  of  his  existence  shall  have  l)een  received. 

It  is  further  stat4*d  in  the  case  of  Davie  t\  Briggs  to  be  the  law  that 
this  presumption  relat<\s  only  to  the  fact  and  not  to  the  time  of  death, 
and  that  when  the  latter  fact  is  material  to  the  issue  in  any  i^se  it 
must  l)e  proven;  and  quotes,  as  the  leading  English  c«»seon  this  point, 
Nepean  v.  Doe  (dem.  Knight,  2  M.  &  W.,  894),  as  follows: 

We  adopt  the  d(K!trine  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench  that  the  presumption  of  law 
relates  only  to  the  fact  of  death,  and  that  the  time  of  death,  whenever  it  is  material, 
must  l)e  a  subject  of  distinct  proof. 

And  the  court,  in  Davie  v.  Briggs,  adds:  ^'To  the  same  effect  are 
Mr.  Greenleaf  and  the  preponderance  of  authority  in  this  country,^ 
citing  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  41,  and  many  American  decisions. 

In  Stephens's  Digest  of  Evidence,  art.  99,  also,  the  i*ule  is  stated  that — 

There  is  no  presumjrtion  as  to  the  time  when  he  (the  person  presumed  dead )  ilied, 
and  the  burden  of  proving  his  death  at  any  particular  time  is  uix)n  the  person  who 
aw^erts  it. 

In  the  case  of  Nepean  r.  Doe,  supra,  the  court  stated  further  that — 

Inconveniences  may  no  doubt  arise,  but  they  do  not  warrant  us  in  la}'ing  down 
a  rule  that  a  |)arty  shall  be  presumed  tt)  have  ilied  on  the  last  day  of  the  seven  years, 
which  would  manifestly  Ije  contrary  to  the  fact  in  almost  all  instances. 

And  also,  in  Spencer  t\  Moore  (11  Ired.,  N.  C,  160),  the  court 
statc'd: 

The  presumption  does  not  extend  to  the  death  having  occurred  at  the  end  or  any 
other  particular  time  within  that  period  (seven  years),  and  leaves  it  to  be  judged  of 
as  a  matter  of  fact  according  to  the  circumstances  which  may  tend  to  satisfy  the 
mind  that  it  was  at  an  earlier  or  later  day. 

This  doctrine  was  reatftrnied  in  Spencer  r.  Roper  (13  Ired.,  333), 
and  is  unquestionabl}'  the  present  law  of  the  American  as  well  as  of 
the  English  courts. 

Following  the  settled  law  on  this  subject,  thei'efore,  it  must  be  held 
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herein  that  rejection  of  the  appealed  claim  for  accrued  pension  was 
proper,  the  evidence  in  the  case  wholly  failing  to  establish  any  date  of 
death  of  the  soldier,  who  is  merely  shown  to  have  never  been  heard 
of  since  June  5,  1889,  when  he  left  his  home  in  New  York  ostensibly 
for  the  West,  intending  to  take  up  Government  land  in  Montana  or 
California. 

Rejection  of  claim  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


-ajd  and  attendance-act  july  14,  1892-evidence— examining 
surgeons— increase— commencement. 

John  Blaisdell. 

1.  The  disability  on  account  of  which  pension  was  granted,  resulting  from  epilepsy, 

manifested  by  a  clonic  spasm  of  the  extremities,  occurring  but  two  or  three 
times  a  year,  is  not  deemed  to  exist  in  such  a  degree  as  to  require  frequent  and 
periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

2.  Increase  to  $60  per  month  under  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  ciin  only  commence 

from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  examining  surgeons  showing  such  degree 
of  disability  made  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Amistant  Secretary  F,  L.  Campbdl  to  the  Chnutihfslone^r  of  Pen^lmis^ 

AuguHt  31,  1901. 

John  Blaisdell,  formerly  a  corporal  in  Conipany  C,  Third  Michigan 
Volunteer  Cavalry,  appealed,  March  22,  1899,  through  his  attorney, 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  February  18,  1899,  rejecting  his 
claim  for  increat<e  filed  May  20,  1897,  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  of 
pension  he  was  then  receiving,  $80  per  nionth,  second  grade,  was  fully 
commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability  resulting  from  ''nervous 
prostration  (epilepsy),"  cause  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

In  his  declaration  for  increase  he  alleged  that  his  condition  was  such 
that  he  required  the  frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of 
another  person,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  $50  per  month  as  pro- 
vided by  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  14,  1892,  and  it  is  con- 
tended in  his  appeal  that  an  affidavit  of  Dr.  M.  C.  Cronin,  filed  in 
support  of  the  claim  for  increase,  shows  that  he,  by  reason  of  the 
cause  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  required  the  aid  claimed. 

The  medical  referee,  in  a  slip  accompanying  the  papers  on  appeal, 
and  under  date  of  June  4,  1901,  states: 

The  pensioner's  principal  disability  now  apj)ears  to  lx»  due  to  senility  and  other 
causes  independent  of  the  nervous  prostration  (epilepsy)  for  which  he  is  pensioned. 

The  pensioner  was  examined  under  his  claim  May  18,  1898,  by  the 
board  of  surgeons  at  Hartford,  Mich.,  which  reported  his  condition 
to  be  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  140;  respiration,  30;  temixjrature,  normal;  height,  6  feet  9  inches; 
weight,  180  pounds;  age,  79  years. 

Claimant  fleshy,  muscles  soft,  hands  cold  and  clammy;  skin  mottled  and  cyanotic; 
tongue  furred;  teeth  all  gone;  eyes  dull,  conjunctiva*  red;  enlargemen^-ofoHthmtis 
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of  th>T<»i<i  Iai>^  a**  hen's  egjf;  very  nervous,  with  marked  in  oscular  tremor:  cries  at 
the  UtinX  mention  <»f  his  tnnihle;  \unfg»  weak  and  uHiematoui*;  heart  action  rapid. 
weak,  and  intermittent;  a])ex  1  inch  high;  area  double  in  size;  heart  s^amls faint 
but  no  murmur;  fatty  heart. 

Rt»rtexeH  fw4)le,  handn,  annn,  and  lower  extremities  numb  and  cold.  Had  stroke 
of  iiaralyHiH  one  year  a^*»  of  right  side;  right  eye  totally  blind,  can  not  distinguish 
light  from  dark;  left  eye,  vision  twenty  one  hundred  and  sixtieths. 

lias  epileptifonn  attacks  two  or  three  times  a  year;  does  not  lose  conseioasnesB 
entirely,  but  self  contnil. 

HaA  to  have  asnistance  in  dreRsing  and  undressing. 

This  claimant  is  so  disabled  from  his  disabilities  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  the 
performing  of  manual  labor  and  is  entitled  to  $30  per  month. 

This  certificate  is  descriptive  of  a  veiy  old  and  feeble  man,  mani- 
festing the  usual  symptoms  of  senile  degeneration.  He  was  suffering 
with  fatty  (dilated)  heart  and  consequent  oedema  of  lungs,  a  serious 
and  incurable  condition. 

The  nervous  prostration  for  which  he  was  pensioned  wa&,  by  the 
medical  action  which  fixed  his  present  rate  of  $80  per  month,  deter- 
mined to  be  epilepsy.  This  "epilepsy"  was  shown  to  be  manifested 
by  a  clonic  spasm  of  the  extremities.  There  were  no  other  signs  of 
disease  of  nervous  system  shown  by  the  evidence.  The  board  making 
this  last  examination  certify  that  he  had  epileptiform  attacks  two  or 
three  times  a  year.  This  inf requency  of  the  spasms  would  not  make 
it  necessary  for  him  to  have  the  frequent  and  periodical  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person;  hence  if  aid  and  attendance  were 
■  rendered  it  was  because  of  his  other  diseases,  and  senility.  It  is  noted 
that  the  board  recommended  the  rate  he  was  then  receiving. 

Dr.  Cronin's  affidavit,  referred  to  in  the  appeal,  appears  to  have 
been  based  upon  a  physical  examination  of  the  soldier,  hence  has  not 
as  much  weight  as  the  certificate  made  by  three  physicians  based  on  a 
like  physical  examination.  Furthennore,  pensioner's  title  to  the 
intermediate  rate  of  $50  per  month  provided  by  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  Jul}^  14,  1892,  must  be  established  by  the  certificate  of  med- 
ical examination  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  as  indicated  by  the 
following  language  used  in  said  act: 

That  soldiers  and  sailors  who  are  shown  to  be  totally  incapacitated  for  performing 
manual  labor  by  reason  of  injuries  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  service  of 
the  Unit^id  States,  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  who  are  thereby  disabled  to  such  a  degree 
as  Xjo  require  frequent  and  perioditail,  though  not  regular  and  constant,  personal  aid 
and  attendance  of  another  person,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  pension  of  fifty  dol- 
larH  per  month  from  and  after  the  date  of  Ute  certificate  of  the  examinitig  gwrgeom  or 
Imard  of  examhiwg  surgeons  shoirhig  such  degree  of  disabilUy,  and  made  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  this  act. 

The  intention  of  Congress  that  the  findings  of  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons  should  determine  title  to  the  said  rate  is  further  indicated  by 
the  House  report  on  the  bill,  which  says,  among  other  things — 

The  only  objections  which  can  be  urged  against  this  bill  are,  first,  that  it  may  pos- 
sibly be  liable  to  abuse,  whereby  applicants  for  increase  may  by  ex  parte  testimony 
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undertake  to  establish  the  fact  that  their  degree  of  disability  is  such  as  to  require  fre- 
quent and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  when  in  fact  they  are  not 
so  greatly  disabled.  It  is  clear  that  the  act  fixing  the  $30  and  $72  rate  are  at  least 
equally  open  to  this  objection,  and  in  this  bill  it  is  sought  to  reduce  this  danger  to  a 
minimum  by  the  provision  that  the  increased  rate  shall  date  from  the  date  of  report 
of  board  of  examining  surgeons  showing  such  degree  of  disability.  Under  this  pro- 
vision the  findings  of  the  board  of  surgeons  is  given  precedence,  and  may  be  supple- 
mented, of  course,  but  not  controveited  or  n^atived,  by  ex  parte  testimony. 

As  before  stated,  the  certificate  of  medical  examination  does  not 
describe  a  condition  resulting  from  nervous  prostration  (epilepsy) 
which  made  it  necessary  for  the  soldier  to  have  the  frequent  and  peri- 
odical aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  hence  the  action  rejecting 
the  claim  was  fully  warranted,  and  is  hereby  affiinned. 


disability— rate-act  june  87,  1890-cedema. 

Lee  K.  Janney. 

Appellant's  disability,  resulting  from  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg,  evidenced  by 
marked  swelling  of  entire  left  lower  extremity  in  marked  contrast  with  its  fel- 
low, simulating  elephantiasis,  due  to  local  cedema,  right  thigh  measuring  17 
inches,  left  18^  inches;  right  lower  thigh  15  inches,  left  16  inches;  knees  15 
inches;  right  calf  12,  and  left  17  inches;  right  ankle  9  inches,  left  15;  right  arch 
of  foot  8|,  and  left  10  inches,  existing  in  a  degree  rendering  him  unable  to  earn 
a  support,  he  was  entitled  to  a  rate  of  $12  per  month  from  October  26,  1899,  and 
action  is  reversed. 

Afmstant  Secretary  F.  L,  Campbell  to  tlie  CmnmiHsioner  of  Pensions^ 

August  31,  1901. 

This  appellant,  Lee  K.  Janney,  formerly  a  private  in  Company  H, 
One  hundred  and  forty-sixth  Ohio  National  Guards  Infantry,  while  in 
receipt  of  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  on  account  of  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor,  filed  January  25,  1897  (Certificate  No.  912564),  a  claim  for 
increase,  which  was  rejected  March  13,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  the 
rate  of  pension  he  was  then  receiving  was  commensurate  with  the 
degree  of  his  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor.  The  cause 
of  pensioner's  partial  inabilit}'  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  was 
accepted  to  be  a  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg. 

From  the  action  rejecting  the  claim  for  increase  the  pensioner, 
through  the  recognized  attorneys  in  the  case,  filed  June  26,  1899,  an 
appeal,  contending  in  effect  that  the  disease  of  his  leg  had  become  so 
much  worse  that  he  could  not  walk  without  the  aid  of  a  cane;  that  the 
swelling  of  leg  below  the  knee  was  so  great  that  there  is  danger  of 
rupturing  the  skin  when  the  weight  of  the  body  is  brought  upon 
said  leg. 

With  the  appeal  were  filed  photographs  of  the  pensioner,  together 
with  an  affidavit  of  Dr.  Henry  Myer  showing  the  condition  of  the 
soldier  as  revealed  by  a  physical  examination.     (See^ptet^ l^and 2..)l 
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Upon  the  same  date  of  filing  this  appeal  (June  26,  1899)  he  filed 
another  claim  for  increase  which,  on  July  17,  1900,  was  also  rejected 
on  the  same  grounds  as  the  former  claim  for  inci*ease. 

There  was  received  in  the  Department  August  28,  1900,  a  commu- 
nication from  the  attorneys  in  the  case  expressing  a  desire  to  amend 
the  pending  appeal  and  stating  that  the  claimant  filed  with  his  last 
claim  for  increase  (June  26,  1899)  medical  evidence  showing  that  on 
account  of  the  swollen  condition  of  his  leg  he  is  wholly  disabled  for  all 
kinds  of  labor  or  for  businCvSs;  that  the  leg  was  twice  its  normal  size; 
that  owing  to  the  condition  of  the  leg  the  skin  is  in  danger  of  ruptur- 
ing if  he  bend  or  move  it;  that  the  leg  is  enlarged  from  foot  to  hip, 
and  *^  the  flesh  and  skin  are  like  a  solid  marble  casf 

The  communication  closes  with  the  statement  that  the  evidence  filed 
must  have  been  passed  without  the  careful  examination  it  required, 
and  that  *"  the  Commissioner  erred  in  rejecting  his  claim  the  17th  day 
of  July,  1900/' 

This  eomnmnication  will  be  treated  as  an  appeal  from  the  action 
rejecting  the  claim  last  filed. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  medical  referee  under 
date  of  August  6,  1901,  which  accompanied  the  papers  on  appeal: 

This  claimant' H  attorneys  have  appealed  from  the  medical  actions  of  February  8, 
1899,  and  June  27,  1900.  The  disea.se  of  left  foot  and  leg,  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sionetl,  ap{)earH  to  l)e  simply  a  case  of  lymph  owiema,  and  it  is  not  an  inflammatory 
disorder,  nor  is  it  ne<'essarily  a  painful  condition.  The  measurements  given  in  the 
reports  of  examination  made  in  1896,  1897,  and  1898,  show  as  follows:  In  1896  the 
left  knee  was  three-fourths  inch  and  the  left  calf  2  inches  lar^r  than  the  rijjht.  In 
1897  the  left  calf  was  found  2  inches  larger  than  the  ripht.  In  1899  the  knees  meas- 
ured each  15  inches,  and  the  left  cralf  was  5  inches  larger  than  the  right.  Tnere 
was,  therefore,  an  increase  of  3  inches  difference  between  the  calves  of  the  legs  from 
1897  to  1899.  The  claimant  had  in  1899  attained  to  the  age  of  65  years  and  pre- 
8t»nted  some  evidences  of  senile  debility.  It  is  my  opinion  that  the  rejection  of 
increase  on  February  8,  1899,  was  proper,  but  that  increase  to  $8  a  month  should 
have  been  allowed  from  October  26,  1899.  If  the  case  is  resubmitted,  increase  to  $S 
a  month  will  lie  allowed  from  Octol)er  26,  1899,  for  "disease  of  left  foot  and  leg  and 
senility." 

The  certificate  of  medical  examination  of  May  12,  1897,  on  which 
the  action  of  March  13,  1899,  was  based,  reads  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  72;  respiration,  18;  temperature,  98J;  height,  5  feet  91  inches;  weight, 
145  pounds;  age,  63  years. 

General  apjx^arance  good;  body  well  nourished.  Skin  and  eyes  bile-tinged  and 
tongue  yel low  coated .  Left  leg  (edematous  from  knee  to  ankle.  At  left  ankle  4  inches 
larger  around  than  right,  and  at  calf  2  inches  laiyer;  skin  of  whole  leg  healthy  and 
clean  and  no  evidence  of  cause  of  swelling.  No  OiKlema  of  any  other  part  of  body. 
Rating,  six -eighteenths  for  disease  of  left  leg.  No  disease  of  left  foot.  No  evidence 
whatever  of  disease  of  heart,  vertigo,  piles,  rheumatism,  or  general  breaking  down 
of  system.  No  disability  in  either  case.  No  rating.  No  evidence  of  dropsy  except 
that  of  left  leg  rated  above. 
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No  evidence  of  disease  of  liver,  kidneys,  or  urinarj'  organs.  Urine  straw  color. 
Sjjecific  gravity,  1020;  acid,  no  albumen,  no  sugar.     No  disability,  no  rating. 

Claimant  is  evidently  troubled  with  indigestion  and  faulty  assimilation,  with  torpid 
liver,  with  all  reflex  sensations.  Rating  four-eighteenths  for  indigestion  and  results. 
No  evidence  of  vicious  habits. 

This  examination  showed  the  pensioner  to  be  of  pfood  genera 
appearance,  body  well  nourished  and  free  from  all  evidences  of  disease 
other  than  the  swollen  left  leg.  The  board  expresses  the  opinion  that 
he  is  troubled  with  indigestion.  This  opinion  appears  to  have  been 
based  upon  the  pensioner's  complaints,  as  no  symptoms  of  indigestion 
are  described  in  the  certificate. 

The  only  incapacitating  condition  shown  is  the  diseased  leg.  The 
swelling  was  at  time  of  examination  limited  to  the  leg;  that  is,  from 
knee  to  ankle.  The  thigh  and  foot  were  not  then  involved.  The  skin 
over  the  whole  leg  was  "  healthy  and  clean."  It  was  not  shown  that 
the  leg  was  painful,  and  the  character  of  the  disease  makes  it  probable 
that  the  part  was  not  painful. 

In  view  of  these  facts  the  Department  concludes  that  the  rate  of 
pension,  $6  per  month,  the  soldier  was  then  receiving  was  adequate, 
and  the  action  of  March  13, 1809,  rejecting  the  claim  for  increase  filed 
January  25,  1897,  is  affirmed. 

The  soldier  was  examined  October  26,  1899,  under  the  claim  filed 
June  26,  1899,  when  his  condition  was  reported  to  be  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  80-84-90;  respiration,  17-19-24;  temperature,  98.6;  height,  5  feet  9^ 
inches;  actual  weight,  148  pounds;  age,  65  years. 

Diseas»e  of  left  foot  and  leg:  There  is  marked  swelling  of  entire  left  lower  extrem- 
ity in  marked  contrast  with  its  fellow,  simulating  elephantiasis,  due  to  local  aniema, 
the  connective  tissue  being  the  only  structure  involved.  No  disease  of  muscles  or 
bones.  This  is  due  to  some  local  vascular  trouble,  probably  athromatous,  in  poplitr 
eal  or  femoral  vein.  Right  thigh  measured  17  inches;  left,  18J  inches;  right  lower 
thigh,  15  inches;  left,  16  inches;  right  knee,  15  inches;  left,  15  inches;  right  calf,  12 
inches;  left,  17  inches;  right  ankle,  9  inches;  left,  15  inches;  right  arch  of  foot,  8i 
inches;  left,  10  inches.  This  condition  causes  lameness.  Disease  of  left  leg,  enlarge- 
ment, and  swelling  of  leg.     Rate,  eight-eighteenths. 

Disease  of  liver:  Liver  measures  5  inches  mammary  line,  no  nodules,  no  jaundice; 
3  or  4  chloasma  spots  on  face;  tongue  and  teeth  fair.     No  rate. 

Kidney  disease:  Urinalysis,  specific  gravity,  1020;  acid,  yellow.  No  sugar,  no 
albumen.     No  rate. 

Disease  of  eyes:  Conjunctivitis  of  both  eyes;  reaction  normal;  arcus  senilis  both 
eyes  well  marked;  fringe  is  most  marked  on  lower  border  of  cornea;  sees  with  either 
eye  twenty  forty-fifths.     Rate  two-eighteenths. 

Indigestion:  Teeth  fair,  tongue  coated,  face  pale,  emaciated,  distention  of  abdomen 
by  gases.  Vegetative  functions  not  well  performed.  Claimant  is  anaemic.  No  evi- 
dence of  vicious  habits.     No  other  disability. 

It  was  upon  the  showing  in  this  certificate  of  medical  examination 
that  the  adverse  action  of  July  17,  1900,  was  based.  The  medical 
referee  is  of  the  opinion  that  increase  to  $8  per  month  should  have 
been  allowed  from  the  date  of  this  last  medical  examination. 
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While  it  is  probable  that  the  photographs  of  the  pensioner,  which 
were  tiled  with  the  first  appeal,  June  26, 1899,  were  not  Ix^fore  the  medi- 
cal division  at  date  of  the.  rejection  of  claim  for  increase,  filed  June  26, 
1899,  they  were  doubtless  considered  when  the  opinion  of  the  medical 
referee  was  prepaivd. 

It  is  believed  by  the  Department  that  the  photographs  referred  to 
and  the  description  of  the  soldier  in  the  last  certificate  of  examination 
show  that  his  condition  is  such  that  he  can  not  earn  any  part  of  his 
support  by  manual  labor. 

The  leg  from  groin  to  toes  appears  to  be  invaded  by  the  disease. 
It  is  doubtless  true,  as  stated  by  the  medical  referee,  that  it  "  is  not 
an  inflammatory  disorder,  nor  is  it  necessarily  painful,''  yet  the  leg  is 
greatly  enlarged,  hard  and  tense,  and  the  risk  assumed  in  any  att^empt 
to  do  manual  labor  would  indeed  be  great. 

For  these  reasons  it  is  concluded  that  the  proposed  rate  of  $8  per 
month  is  inadequate,  and  that  the  maximum  i*ate  of  $12  per  month 
should  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  the  last  certificate  of  medical 
examination,  October  26,  1899.  For  this  purpose  the  action  of  July 
17,  1900,  is  reversed. 


FEE  AGREEMENTS-INCREASE-ACTS  OP  .TUNE  87,  1800,  AND  MARCH  3, 

1801. 

John  H.  Afflerbach  (claimant). 
Lewis  Heininger  (attorney). 

The  fee  in  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  regardless  of  the  cause 
upon  which  said  claim  is  based,  is  governed  by  the  fourth  proviso  of  the  pension 
appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  can  not  exceed  $2. 

AssiHtant  Sfcretmy  K  L.  Campbell  to  th'  Commimioner  of  Peimons^ 

August  31,  1901. 

Lewis  Heininger,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  July  16,  1901,  entered 
an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the 
issue  of  February  6,  1901,  in  the  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  John  H.  Afflerbach,  who  served  in  Com- 
pany C,  One  Hundred  •  and  Seventy -fourth  Pennsylvania  Drafted 
Militia. 

The  soldier  was  in  receipt  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  on  account  of  partial  inabilit}'  to  earn  a 
support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of  digestive  organs,  when  on 
September  7,  1899,  in  his  behalf,  the  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for 
increase  of  pension  under  said  act,  in  which  disease  of  digestive  organs, 
catarrh  of  stomach,  nervous  dyspepsia,  liver  trouble,  and  constipation 
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were  alleged  as  disabling  causes.  He  filed  January  3, 1901,  the  claim- 
ant's aflBdavit  in  which  disease  of  heart  was  alleged  as  a  disabling  cause. 

A  medical  examination  was  held  May  16,  1900,  from  which  date  cer- 
tificate issued  February  6, 1901,  to  allow  the  i-ate  of  $10  per  month  for 
partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of 
digestive  organs  and  disease  of  heart.  On  said  issue  Mr.  Heininger 
was  certified  a  fee  of  $2.  On  appeal  he  contends  for  the  allowance  of 
a  fee  of  $10. 

It  appears  that  the  i*ate  of  $10  per  month  was  allowed  on  account 
of  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of 
digestive  organs  and  disease  of  heart.  As  has  been  stated,  the  rate 
of  $6  per  month  was  allowed  on  account  of  partial  inability  to  earn  a 
support  from  disease  of  digestive  organs. 

The  appellant  argues,  in  substance,  that  the  approval  for  the  allow- 
ance of  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  the  soldier's  inability  to 
earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  from  disease  of  heart  in  addition  to 
inability  from  disease  of  digestive  organs  is,  in  effect,  an  allowance  of 
additional  pension  on  account  of  disability  due  to  disease  of  heart,  and 
therefore  a  fee  of  $10  should  be  paid  to  him  for  securing  additional 
pension. 

The  question  at  issue  was  decided  by  the  Department  in  the  case, 
Joseph  F.  Smith  (7  P.  D.,  11),  dated  August  13,  1893.  It  is  there 
held  that — 

The  fee  in  a  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regard- 
less of  the  causes  upon  which  said  claim  is  based,  is  governed  by  the  fourth  proviso 
to  the  pension  appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  can  not  exceed  $2. 

The  fourth  proviso  to  the  appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  pro- 
vides as  follows: 

Hereafter  no  agent  or  attorney  shall  demand,  receive,  or  be  allowed  any  compen- 
sation under  existing  law  except  two  dollars  in  any  claim  for  increase  of  pension  on 
account  of  increase  of  disability  for  which  pension  has  been  allowed.    *    *    * 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Joseph  P.  Smith,  supra,  was  followed  by 
the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  George  Jacobs  (7  P.  D.^ 
39).  The  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Joseph  P.  Smith,  supra,  was 
approved  and  the  question  was  further  discussed.  In  every  case  on 
appeal  to  this  Department  in  which  was  presented  for  consideration 
the  question  as  to  the  amount  of  fee  to  be  paid  in  claims  for  increase 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed  subsequently  to  the  act  of  March 
3,  1891,  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  reducing  the  fee  in  claims 
for  increase  to  $2,  the  Department  has  invariably  followed  its  decision 
in  the  case  of  Joseph  P.  Smith,  supra.  In  that  case,  and  in  the  case 
of  George  Jacob,  the  Department  considered  at  length  argument 
similar  to  that  submitted  by  the  appellant  in  this  case.  It  is  not 
believed  that  it  is  necessary  to  say  anything  in  addition  to  the  views 
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which  have  already  been  expressed  relative  to  the  law  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  fees  in  claims  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  appellant  .states  that  the  decisions  of  the  Department  upon  the 
issue  in  question  are  contmry  to  the  act  of  Congress  approved  May  9, 
1900,  but  fails  to  point  out  any  conflict  and  the  Department  is  unable 
to  discover  any. 

The  action  of  the  Buretui  in  denying  the  appellant  a  fee  in  excess  of 
$2  for  securing  an  increjise  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27.  189<). 
is  in  strict  accord  with  the  law  as  construed  by  this  Depjartment  and. 
therefore,  is  aflBrnied. 


COMMENCEMENT— ACT  OF  .TirNE  27,  1890. 

James  McHarry. 

Original  invalid  pension  granted  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  Jane 
27, 1890,  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  an  application  therefor,  and  the 
ai-tion  of  the  Bureau  in  commencing  the  pension  in  this  case  from  the  date  of 
the  examining  surgeon's  certific^ate  of  examination  was  error. 

Ansliitant  Secretary  F,  Z.  Campbell  to  the  Commisidoiiej*  of  PtmifionK, 

May  2i,  1901. 

'  The  claimant,  James  McHarr}^,  fonnerly  a  landsman  on  the  U.  S.  S. 
Galena^  filed  on  July  28,  1800,  an  application  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  rejected  by  your 
Bureau  October  7,  1S91,  on  the  ground  that  no  ratable  disability  had 
been  shown.  On  Novem])er  9,  1891,  claimant  filed  the  testimony  of 
A.  E.  Co}',  M.  D.,  setting  forth  that  he  was  afflicted  as  follows: 

Muscular  rheumatism  of  the  hack  and  hips,  for  which  he  has  l)een  under  my 
treatment,  and  imable  to  attend  to  business  for  two  weeks  at  a  time.  He  is  lame  in 
the  left  ankle  from  an  injury  received  while  in  the  service.  Also  failure  of  eyesight 
(myopia). 

Affidavits  from  some  of  claimant's  neighbors  were  also  filed,  setting 
forth  that  he  was  afflicted  with  rheumatism  and  an  injured  ankle. 

On  December  5,  1891,  3'our  Bureau  reopened  his  case  for  further 
consideration. 

On  January  11,  1892,  he  was  medically  examined  b}-  the  board  at 
Chicago,  111.  On  November  7,  1892,  he  w^as  granted  a  pension  at  the 
rate  of  5^8  a  month  from  January  11,  1892  (the  date  of  said  medical 
examination). 

On  February  18,  1897,  claimant  filed  an  application  for  increase  of 
pension  on  account  of  ''rheumatism,  injury  to  left  ankle,  and  lumbago, 
or  disease  of  the  kidneys;"  and  claiming  further: 

That  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  6,  1896,  he  is 
justly  entitled  to  a  reconsideration  of  his  claim;  that  he  was  disabled  in  a  pensionable 
degree  at  the  date  of  filing  his  first  declaration  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890;  and  that  under  the  act  of  March  6, 1896,  his  pension  should  date  from 
the  original  filing,  some  time  in  the  year  1890  (July  28),  instead  of  from  Januar}'  11, 
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On  April  26,  1899,  your  Bureau  rejected  the  claimant's  application. 

On  April  29,  1899,  he  appealed  from  said  action,  contending,  first, 
that  he  should  be  allowed  the  highest  rate  allowed  by  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890;  second,  that  there  should  be  '^a  reissue  of  pension,  to  cover 
the  time  from  the  date  of  his  first  application  to  the  date  wnen  the 
pension  was  made  to  commence." 

These  facts  were  presented  for  your  consideration  by  this  Depart- 
ment on  November  23,  1900,  and  your  further  attention  invited  to  the 
fact  that  the  records  in  the  claim  disclosed  the  fact  that  you  had  caused 
appellant's  pension  to  commence  on  January  11,  1892,  the  date  of  a 
medical  examination,  instead  of  on  July  28,  1890,  the  date  when  he 
filed  his  declaration. 

The  above  facts  were  presented  with  the  request  that  you  report 
your  reasons  for  such  action,  stating  under  what  statute  or  ruling  said 
action  was  based. 

Your  attention  was  also  invited  to  the  fact  that  section  2  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  provides  specifically  that  pensions  thereunder — 

Shall  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  OflBce. 

I  have  received  your  report,  in  which  you  state  that — 

The  date  of  commencement  from  date  of  medical  examination  finding  a  ratable 
disability  was  in  accordance  with  the  practice  at  the  time,  though  the  medical 
branch  usually  fixed  the  date. 

The  report  gf  your  medical  referee,  to  which  you  invite  my  atten- 
tion, is  as  follows: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  February  16, 1899,  of  the  claim  for  increase 
of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  March  6, 
1896,  filed  February  18,  1897.  The  claimant  is  pensioned  at  $8  a  month  for 
rheumatism. 

The  original  application  for  pension  under  this  act  which  was  filed  July  28,  1890, 
was  rejected  October  7,  1891.  It  was  subsequently  reopened,  a  new  medical  exami- 
nation held,  and  a  pension  of  $8  a  month  granted  (Order  164) ,  for  rheumatism  the 
date  of  commencement  being  fixed  by  the  legal  branch  of  the  office  at  January  11, 
1892,  the  date  of  this  new  medical  examination. 

A  careful  review  of  all  the  papers  in  the  case  warrants  the  opinion,  first,  that  a 
ratable  disability  under  this  act,  even  as  it  was  then  construed  (Order  164),  was  not 
shown  prior  to  January  11,  1892;  second,  that  the  rate  of  $8  is  now  ample  rating  for 
all  the  permanent  disability  shown  in  this  case,  every  cause  of  disability  being  con- 
sidered. The  denial  of  increase  and  of  rerating  under  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  is, 
so  far  as  this  division  is  concerned,  correct  and  in  accordance  with  the  papers  in  the 
case. 

The  action  of  February  16,  1899,  is  therefore  adhered  to. 

It  can  scarcely  be  maintained  that  at  the  inception  of  adjudications 
under  this  statute  it  was  advisable  to  place  in  the  hands  of  your  med- 
ical force  the  adjustment  of  matters  wholly  legal  in  character,  nor  is  it 
understood  how,  in  an  original  adjudication,  the  very  plain  language 
of  the  statute — 

shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  OflSce — 
could  be  overlooked  or  misconstrued.  C^nir\n]{> 
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If,  as  stated,  the  medical  oflBcers  of  your  Bureau  ''  u.sually  tixed  the 
date''  (of  commencement),  this  was  an  erroneous  assig^nment  of  a 
legal  duty. 

But  in  this  particular  case  it  would  appear  that  the  medical  officers 
did  not  tix  the  date,  but  that  it  was  established  by  those  whose  oixli- 
nary  duty  it  would  be  to  fix  rates  and  dates  of  commencement, 
although  the  approval  for  commencement  from  date  of  filing  original 
declaration  was  canceled  and  the  date  of  the  medical  examination  was 
substituted. 

Assuredly  it  may  not  be  charged  that  the  statute  is  ambiguous  or 
subject  to  doubt  as  to  its  meaning  or  proper  construction. 

Nor  have  I  been  able  to  discover  that  Jhe  Department  has  in  any 
way  contributed  to  this  unfortunate  construction  of  the  law  in  ques- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  within  a  few  days  over  a  month  after  this  law 
received  the  approval  of  Congress  the  then  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
upon  his  own  inquiry  as  to  the  point  in  question,  was,  August  6, 1890, 
advised  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  that — 

The  Department  holds,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  with  rulings  already  made  construing  the  same,  that  the  date  of  pensioDs, 
granted  under  said  act,  must  begin  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  formal  application. 
*    *    *     (Vol.  4  P.  D.,  140.) 

In  the  claim  of  Timothy  L.  Carley  (7  P.  D.,  12),  decided  August  18, 
1893,  this  ruling  was  reasserted,  as  follows,  in  so  far  as  the  direct  issue 
in  question  is  concerned: 

All  pensions  granted  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  for  disabilities  which 
incapacitate  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  in  such  a  degree  as  to  render  the 
claimant  unable  to  earn  a  support  should  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the 
application  therefor  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  after  the  passage  of  said  act,  upon 
proof  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at  the  time  such  application  was  filed. 

This  ruling  was  reaffirmed  in  the  claim  of  Alexander  Eastman, 
November  7,  1896  (8  P.  D.,  358),  and  in  the  claim  of  Galen  Peters, 
August  3,  1897  (9  P.  D.,  102);  again,  February  17,  1898,  in  the  claim 
of  Rollin  Lewis  (9  P.  D.,  216);  also,  December  31,  1898,  in  the  claim 
of  Preston  M.  Rohn  (10  P.  D.,  72). 

Thus  it  will  be  observed  the  printed  decisions  and  instructioas  of 
the  Department  upon  this  issue  present  an  unbroken  line  of  direct, 
specific,  and  harmonious  directions. 

This  claim  was  adjudicated  in  November,  1892,  subsequent  to  the 
reception  in  your  Bureau  of  well-defined  directions  upon  the  exact 
point  in  issue,  and  in  direct  conflict  therewith.  The  Department 
never  possessed  authority  to  modify  or  direct,  or  to  consent  to  modi- 
fication or  change  by  the  Bureau  of  the  plain  and  unqualified  provisions 
of  the  law. 

If  it  was  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau  that,  under  the  original  claim, 
the  proof  disclosed  no  pensionable  conditions  under  the  statute,  no 
issue  should  have  been  made.     The  claim  should  have  been  rejected. 
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The  action  as  to  date  of  commencement  was  clearly  c^Tor  and  without 
authority  of  law. 

October  29,  1891,  the  claimant  executed  an  affidavit  which  was  filed 
in  3'our  Bureau,  November  9,  1891,  reciting  that — 

He  is  applicant  No.  20470  for  pension,  act  27  June,  1890.  He  feels  that  great 
injustice  has  been  done  him  in  the  rejection  of  his  claim  by  the  doctors.  The  con- 
dition of  his  eyes  is  such  as  to  disqualify  him  for  any  work  at  any  time  by  gaslight, 
or  any  other  than  sunlight.  He  is  entirely  disabled  for  any  occupation  involving 
ordinary  manual  labor,  on  account  of  pain  in  back,  disease  of  kidneys,  and  injury 
to  left  ankle,  causing  him  to  be  lame.  That  even  in  his  light  work  as  a  barber  he 
suffers  more  or  less  all  the  time  from  weakness  and  pain  in  the  region  of  the  kidneys. 
So  in  the  past  year  he  has  been  entirely  laid  up  repeatedly  for  a  week  or  ten  days  at 
a  time,  and  much  of  the  time  when  trying  to  work  must  quit  from  one  to  three  hours 
before  end  of  day  on  account  of  these  pains.     He  prays  his  case  may  be  reconsidered. 

On  the  27th  day  of  March,  1901,  this  Department  reviewed  the 
rejected  pension  claim  of  John  A.  Martin,  late  of  Company  D,  First 
Battalion  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry,  under  docket  numbered 
50873.  This  also  was  a  claim  under  the  acts  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
March  6,  1896. 

This  decision  is  found  in  P.  L.  Book  No.  413,  and  discloses  the  fol- 
lowing facts  and  finding: 

Soldier  filed  his  first  declaration  for  pension  September  16,  1890,  in  which  causes 
for  disability  were  alleged  which  were  not  found  to  exist  by  medical  examination 
made  under  the  claim.  Subsequently  he  filed  an  affidavit  in  which  additional  dis- 
abilities were  alleged.  A  medical  examination  revealed  a  pensionable  condition  and 
pension  was  made  to  begin  from  the  date  of  said  affidavit,  which  met  all  the  require- 
ments of  a  valid  declaration. 

Held:  That  no  error  was  made  by  such  adjudication,  as  the  evidence  in  the  case 
failed  to  show  a  pensionable  condition  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  the  affidavit,  June  9, 
1892. 

The  afiSdavit  in  the  case  at  bar,  filed  in  the  Bureau  November  9, 
1891,  may  properly  be  treated  as  a  declaration  for  pension,  and  it  is 
accepted  as  such.  It  remains  to  be  ascertained  whether  or  not  on  that 
date  this  claimant  was  ratably  disabled,  as  provided  by  the  act  in 
question. 

One  month  after  the  filing  of  this  paper  the  Bureau  directed  a  medi- 
cal examination  under  very  careful  instructions  by  its  medical  officers. 

This  examination  was  held  a  month  later,  January  11,  1892,  the 
claimant  stating  to  the  surgeons  that — 

He  makes  the  following  statement  upon  which  he  bases  his  claim  for  original 
(pension) :  Left  ankle  was  injured  by  recoil  of  gun  on  U.  S.  S.  Galena  at  Fort  Morgan, 
Mobile  Bay,  August  5,  1864,  and  has  been  lame  ever  since.  Is  subject  to  lumbago; 
pain- in  small  of  back  and  hips — ^at  times  unable  to  stand  erect.  Sight  has  been 
gradually  failing  for  last  five  years.  Is  a  barber  by  occupation;  frequently  is  unable 
to  work. 

Thereupon  the  board  of  surgeons  proceeded  to  examine  the  claimant, 
stating  as  follows: 

Upon  examination  we  find  the  following  objective  conditions:  Pulse  rate,  84; 
respiration,  18;  temperature,  98.2;  height,  5  feet  4  inches;  weight,  178  i>ound.*<;  age, 
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50  years.  No  visible  evidence  of  injury  to  left  ankle — ^no  enlaigement,  no  deformity. 
Both  anklep  same  measurement— over  malleoli,  10}  inches;  over  instep,  94  inches. 
There  is  chronic  inflamnmtion  of  tarsal  joint,  no  pain  on  manipulation  or  jarring; 
limps  in  locomotion.  On  injury  to  left  ankle  six-eighteenths.  Kidneys  are  normal; 
urine  acid,  sp.  gr.  1012;  color,  pale  straw;  abnormal;  no  sugar  by  Hainee's  te£>t:  n<» 
albumen  by  heat  and  nitric  acid.  On  kidney  disease  no  eighteenths.  Sight  ii>>  nor- 
mal for  age — both  eyes,  twenty-sixtieths  hyperopic  astigmatism,  corrected  by  ^la^ves 
to  twenty-twentieths.  Disease  of  eyes  no  eighteenths.  Both  shoulders  and  left 
ell)<)w  decidedly  crepitant  and  painful  on  manipulation;  also  pain  on  bending  of 
lx)dy  or  hii^s.  Heart  normal.  Rheumatism  eight-eighteenths.  No  other  disability 
found. 

On  the  same  date  and  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  of 
November  9,  1891,  claimant  filed  the  testimony  of  seveml  friends  and 
neighbors  indicating  an  impairment  in  his  ability  to  earn  a  supiK)i-t  by 
manual  labor^  from  causes  stated  and  found  by  the  surgeons. 

It  is  believed  this  claimant  was  entitled  to  the  minimum  rating  from 
the  date  of  filing  his  declaration,  November  9, 1891,  and  the  papers  in 
the  claim  are  herewith  returned  for  readjudication  in  accordance  ivith 
this  view. 

Title  to  a  rating  from  an  earlier  date  is  not  shown. 

In  April,  1891,  when  first  medicall}'  examined,  soldier  was  50  years 
of  age,  5  feet  2  inches  in  height,  weighed  162  pounds.  Little  evidence 
of  disability  from  an}-  of  the  causes  alleged  was  found.  Soldier  \\  as 
rated  two-eighteenths  for  lumbago. 

The  medical  examination  of  November,  1898,  discloses  no  material 
change  in  soldier's  condition.    He  is  clearly  not  entitled  to  increase. 

Your  action  in  the  premises,  save  as  to  date  of  commencement,  is 
affirmed. 


fkk— fke  agreementh-dependknt  pahentts  claims— .sectiox  f  707, 
-  revised  statutes,  and  act  of  june  «7,  18f)0. 

Mary  Horax,  Mother  (claimant). 
James  F.  Rusijng  (attorney). 

I'ikUt  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  fee  of  hut  $10  can  Ik*  {wid  an 
attorney  for  services  in  a  claim  file<l  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  said  act;  and 
the  (iuev«^tion  as  to  whether  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  prnjierly  granted 
under  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  said  act  can  not  he  decided  uiK)n  appeal  ad 
to  a  question  of  fee,  hut  the  reme<ly  must  be  sought  in  an  application  to  the 
Connnissioner  of  Pensions  for  a  read  judication  of  a  claim  and  a  reissue  under 
the  general  law  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  first  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890. 

A^fifxtiuit  StCi\4(iry  F,  L.  Cainphell  to  the  C(mi7ins^i<yiHr  of  Pe7\moti^ 

Augmt  31,  1901, 

James  F.  Rusling,  of  Trenton,  N.  J.,  on  July  26,  1901,  filed  a 
motion  to  reconsider  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  Jul}'  16,  19ol, 
affirming  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  him  a  fee  in  excess  of 
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$10  upon  issue  to  allow  a  dependent  parent's  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  in  the  above-entitled  case. 

Certificate  issued  August  14,  1900,  in  the  claim  to  allow  pension  to 
Mary  Horan  as  dependent  mother  of  John  Horan,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  On  said  issue  a 
fee  of  $10  was  certified  to  the  appellant.  He  contended  for  a  fee  of 
$25  under  articles  of  agreement.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  was 
affirmed  upon  the  ground  that  a  fee  in  excess  of  $10  can  not  be  certi- 
fied to  an  attorney  for  his  services  in  securing  an  allowance  of  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  this  motion  as  upon  appeal,  Mr.  Rusling  argues  that  pension 
should  have  been  allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  genei'al  law. 
Such  contention  is  not  in  point.  The  fact  is  that  pension  has  been 
allowed  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Whether 
right  or  wrong  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  allowing  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1900,  can  not  be  reviewed,  as  said  question  relates 
solely  to  the  merits  of  the  claim  for  pension.  The  action  of  the 
Bureau  in  a  claim  upon  its  merits  can  not  be  reviewed  upon  appeal 
from  its  action  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

The  appellant  complains  that  the  proper  fee  has  not  been  certified  to 
him.  For  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  contention  for  a  greater  fee 
than  has  been  certified  to  him,  he  declares  that  pension  in  this  case 
should  have  been  allowed  pursuant  to  some  law  other  than  that  under 
which  the  claim  was  approved;  but  he  has  taken  no  steps  looking  to 
the  correction  of  the  error  which  he  asserts  has  been  committed.  He 
permits  the  supposed  error  to  remain  uncorrected  and  takes  steps  look- 
ing to  the  payment  of  a  fee  for  services  in  such  claim  as  he  believes 
should  have  been  allowed  by  the  Bureau. 

The  rule  is,  and  in  conformity  therewith  this  Department  has  inva- 
riably held,  that  only  such  fee  shall  be  paid  as  the  law  directs  for  such 
pension  as  has  been  secured  by  an  attorney  for  a  claimant. 

In  this  case  pension  has  been  secured  by  the  appellant  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  One  of  the 
plain  mandates  contained  in  section  4  of  said  act  is  that  a  fee  m  excess 
of  $10  can  not  be  paid  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Therefore  a  fee  in  excess  of 
$10  can  not  be  paid  for  services  in  a  claim  under  said  act.  (See  case 
of  Samh  O.  Stockwell,  10  P.  D.,  428.) 

No  error  is  found  in  the  decision  of  the  Department;  therefore  this 
motion  is  overruled. 
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inctkrenc'e— link  of  duty— e\^denck— presl'mftion. 
Francis  Baltzer. 

Tht'  j>ri<»r  soiinchu'sv  of  the  claimant  beinjf  well  establinheil  and  it  l>einjj  sh«>wii  tliat 
lie  iK*rf()niie<l  active  duty  of  the  ma'^t  arduous  character,  imme<iiately  following 
which  he  wa^  taken  rick  with  a  congestive  chill  and  sent  to  htispital,  where  aftt^r 
three  months*  treatment  he  was  dist^haryed  the  service  on  account  of  inguinal 
hernia  and  synovitis  of  the  knee  joint,  and  there  l)einjf  no  intimation  that  he 
was  at  any  time  outside  the  line  of  duty,  it  will  l)e  presumed  that  his  allegi^l 
dou>)le  heniia  was  the  result  of  his  military'  serA'ii-e  in  line  of  duty. 

A*<MtHt4(fit  St'crrtiiry  1^\  L.  CauiiibAl  to  the  Commi^i<mer  of  PfUxhruji. 

Au(jmtSL1901, 

Fmnris  Baltzer,  late  of  Company  E,  Eighty-fourth  Illinois  lnfantrv\ 
is  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  $12  per  month,  on 
acM'ount  of  disability  arising  from  double  inguinal  hernia  (complete 
and  complii-ated),  disease  of  rectum,  and  rheumatism.  Previous  to 
the  allowance  of  that  pension  he  had  filed,  March  5,  1878,  a  claim 
under  the  general  law,  in  which  he  alleges  that  at  Camp  Smith,  near 
Nashville,  Tenn.,  about  December  26,  1862,  he  was  taken  with  a  con- 
gestive chill  and  bet'anie  pamlyzed,  caused  by  cold  and  exposui-e. 
When  partially  convalescent  and  while  in  hospital,  he  wa.s  taken 
with  severe  pains  in  his  alniomen,  and  when  the  surgeons  examined 
him  he  was  pronounced  to  l)e  badly  ruptured,  and  the  opinion  whs 
expressed  that  the  same  was  caused  by  oveivxertion  and  carrying  too 
much  weight  upon  his  .person.  In  another  statement,  filed  July  11, 
1881,  claimant  alleged  that  it  was  in  the  latter  part  of  December,  1862, 
he  was  taken  with  a  congestive  chill  and  severe  vomiting,  and  l)ecame 
so  paralyzed  a^s  to  be  wholly  unable  to  move  any  portion  of  his  body 
except  his  tongue  and  eyes;  that  he  had  severe  pains  in  his  abdomen, 
and  after  examination  by  a  surgeon  was  pronounced  to  be  ruptured. 
Still  another  statement,  filed  January  30,  1891,  is  substantially  to  the 
same  effect  as  regards  the  rupture,  and  shows  in  addition  that  claim- 
ant's knees  swelled  to  a  great  size  from  inflammatory  rheumatism. 

Claimant  was  discliarged  the  service  on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of 
disability  on  account  of  'inguinal  hernia  and  chronic  synovitis  of  the 
knee  joint.-'  A  sjXH'ial  examination  of  the  claim  was  held,  after  which 
it  was  rejected  May  '1^^  18S4,  on  the  ground  that— 

The  re<'()nl  failn  U)  show  that  the  hernia  mentione<l  therein  whj* ineiirretl  in  nenife 
and  line  of  duty;  claimant's  means  of  obtaining  information  have  been  exhausted 
without  proving  his  title  to  jx'nsion.  Some  of  the  testimony  obtained  tends  to  show 
that  the  heniia  existed  prior  to  enlistment,  n<me  of  it  shows  when  or  where  the  rup- 
tures were  incurred,  discrepant  stories  are  told  as  to  origin,  attributed  to  claimant, 
and  no  satisfactory  testimony  shows  existence  of  a  double  he.niia  at  the  date  of  di^ 
charge  or  in  the  service. 

Some  additional  evidence  was  filed  \\liich  whs  h',»!d  not  to  change  the 
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status  of  the  claim,  and  an  ap])eal  was  taken  June  26,  1897.  In  the 
considemtion  of  that  appeal  September  25,  1897,  it  was  pointed  out 
that  while  the  evidence  wa.s  far  from  explicit  and  failed  to  show  the 
time  and  manner  of  the  incurrence  of  alleged  hernia  by  the  soldier, 
3'et  there  was  nothing  adverse  to  his  allegations  as  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  he  first  discovered  that  he  was  ruptured.  It  was  further 
shown  that  the  special  examination  was  deficient  in  that  it  did  not 
secure  a  full  history  of  the  claimant  while  in  the  service,  and^  it  was 
directed  that  the  claim  should  be  reopened  for  the  purpose  of  holding 
a  further  special  examination.  This  was  done  in  1898,  and  as  a  result 
the  claim  was  again  rejected  November  28,  1898,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  failed  to  establish  origin  of  the  alleged  hernia  in  line  of 
duty. 

The  soldier  was  enlisted  August  8, 1862,  and  was  discharged  for  dis- 
ability, as  stated,  March  10,  1863.  The  records  show  that  he  entered 
g-eneral  hospital  No.  2,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  December  7,  1862,  and  was 
treated  therein  until  his  discharge  from  service  in  March,  1863.  The 
certificate  of  disability  merely  recites  the  nature  of  his  disability  at 
the  time  of  his  discharge,  namely,  *' inguinal  hernia  and  chronic  syno- 
vitis of  the  knee  joint."'  As  already  seen,  the  claimant  alleged  that  he 
was  taken  sick  December  26,  1862,  whereas  the  record  shows  that  he 
was  in  hospital  as  early  as  December  7,  1862.  This  discrepancy 
has  not  ))een  explained,  but  the  claimant's  allegation  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  he  was  taken  sick  seems  to  be  well  sustained  by  the  testimony 
of  comnides.  That  is,  it  is  testified  that  he  was  taken  with  a  con- 
gestive chill  and  was  sent  immediately  to  hospital,  and  a  number  after- 
ward heard  that  he  suffered  from  a  rupture  or  hernia.  Only  one  or 
two,  however,  appear  to  have  known  of  the  disability  from  having 
seen  it  up  to  the  time  of  his  discharge  from  the  service.  Dr.  eJoseph 
H.  Green  has  testified  as  follows: 

1  was  a  ward  surjjeon  in  hospital**  Nos.  2  and  3,  Nas?hville,  Tenn.,  from  March, 
1862,  to  Septeml)er,  1865;  that  sometime  in  November  or  December.  1862,  this  sol- 
dier came  under  my  treatment  in  said  hospital  for  congestive  chills,  with  temporary 
paralysis  following.  He  was  also  suffering  from  a  double  inguinal  hernia,  which  no 
truss  in  the  hospital  would  retain.  He  remaine<l  in  hospital  No.  2  until  discharged 
from  the  service,  March,  1863. 

The  difficult}'  in  this  case  is  not  that  the  claimant  did  not  have  the 
disabilities  alleged,  but  that  the  exact  cause  of  the  hernia,  or  double 
hernia,  is  not  shown.  Dr.  Green  does  not  sustain  the  claimant's  state- 
ment that  the  hernia  was  probably  produced  by  a  severe  spell  of  vom- 
iting. Furthermore,  his  testimony  indicates  that  the  double  hernia 
alreadv  existed  when  claimant  entered  the  hospital.  The  determination 
of  the  case  depends,  therefore,  upon  whether  the  circumstances  of  the 
soldier's  .service  will  justify  the  presumption  that  the  disability  grew 
out  of  or  was  produced  by  his  arduous  duties  as  a  soldier,  as  alleged 
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by  him.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  ground  of  rejection,  a<$  hereinbe- 
fore quot<»d,  is  technically  correct,  but  certain  facts  are  shown  which 
go  far  to  indi(*ate  that  the  claimant  is  probably  justified  in  his 
allegations. 

In  the  first  place,  it  may  be  stated  that  the  intimation  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  hernia  previous  to  enlistment  is  abundantly  disproved  by 
the  testimony  secured  in  the  last  special  examination  of  persons  who 
were  intimately  associated  with  him  and  who  had  seen  him  in  a  nude 
state  while  swimming  and  otherwise  for  several  years  before  he 
enlisted.  In  the  next  place,  it  is  equally  well  proven  that  the  march 
of  the  regiment  from  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  in  October 
and  November,  18^)2,  was  extremely  long  and  severe,  and  the  men 
were  subjected  to  many  hardships,  as  declared  by  the  claimant.  It  is 
shown  that  during  this  march  the  men  carried  heavy  weights  in  the 
way  of  extra  clothing  and  accouterments;  that  some  days  they  had  to 
march  and  countermarch  long  distances;  that  they  were  frequently 
compelled  to  lift  and  remove  large  trees  and  other  obstructions  which 
the  enemy  had  placed  across  the  road;  that  they  were  forced  to  cross 
streams  and  climb  mountains,  and  that  the  whole  route  was  one  of 
constant  strain  and  endurance.  Whether  the  claimant  incurred  his 
disability  by  reason  of  this  service  can  not  be  known.  It  is  very  cer- 
tain that  just  after  arrival  in  Nashville  he  had  the  attack  which  neces- 
sitated his  going  to  hospital.  It  is  further  true  that  during  all  this 
period  the  claimant  is  shown  to  have  been  a^  active  and  diligent  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties  as  any  of  his  commdes  and  there  is  no  inti- 
mation that  he  was  out  of  line  of  duty  for  even  the  shortest  time. 

It  is  well  understood  that  in  the  matter  of  disabilities  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  one  alleged  it  is  desirable  to  have  proof  of  the  exact  time, 
place,  and  circumstances  of  incurrence.  It  would  seem,  too,  that  a 
person  so  afflicted  would  be  al)le  to  tell  just  when  he  incurred  the  dis- 
ability, iind  yet  it  is  a  remarkable  fact,  as  regards  this  particular 
disability,  that  many  persons  have  suffered  from  it  not  knowing  that 
they  had  it,  or  at  least  the  nature  of  the  same,  until  infomied  by  a 
physician,  just  as  this  claimant  alleges  was  the  fact  in  his  case.  It  is 
possible,  therefore,  that  his  heavy  duties  during  the  march  refeiTed 
to  and  the  serious  sickness  that  followed  may  have  l)een  the  instrumen- 
talities which  brought  about  the  alleged  rupture,  or  ruptures.  In 
view  of  all  the  facts  heretofore  indicated,  it  is  believed  that  it  would 
be  })ut  just  to  so  hold,  and  to  declare  that  the  said  disability  was  the 
result  of  service  in  line  of  duty. 

There  is  good  authority  for  this  position  in  fonner  decisions  of  this 
Department  wherein  it  was  ruled  that  when  prior  soundness  of  a  sol- 
dier was  well  established,  and  it  was  shown  that  he  was  suffering  at  the 
time  of  his  discharge  from  a  disability  incident  to  the  service,  and  there 
was  nothing  adverse  shown  by  the  evidence,  it  would  be  presumed  that 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  519 

the  disability  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty.  In  this  particular  case,  at 
any  rate,  the  facts  seem  to  justify  such  a  presumption.  And  this  is 
further  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  the  record,  although  it  does  not 
show  the  cause  or  origin  of  the  hernia,  contains  no  intimation  that  it 
was  not  the  result  of  the  service.  It  is  concluded,  therefore,  that  the 
claimant  is  entitled  to  a  pension  on  account  of  the  said  disabilit\%  and 
the  action  rejecting  this  claim  is  accordingly  reversed. 

As  regards  the  fact  that  claimant  alleged  only  that  he  was  badly 
ruptured,  as  told  him  by  the  surgeon,  without  stating  whether  the 
rupture  was  single  or  double,  and  as  the  certificate  of  disability  only 
mentions  an  inguinal  hernia,  it  might  be  inferred  that  there  was  but 
one  hernia  existing  while  he  was  in  the  sendee,  but  inasmuch  as  Dr. 
Green  testified  positively  that  there  was  a  double  hernia  while  the 
claimant  was  in  the  hospital,  and  other  evidence  shows  that  he  has  had 
the  same  since  discharge,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  both  herniBe 
were  incurred  about  the  same  time,  and  that  claimant's  allegations  are 
sufficient  to  cover  both.  The  papers  are  herewith  returned  with  direc- 
tion that  the  claim  be  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein 
expressed. 


appeai^review^— fee  agree ments-difnci7l.ty  and  trouble. 

Annie  Higgins,  widow  (claimant). 
MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

Upon  apjHial  the  pajwrs  in  a  claim  will  not  be  reviewed  t^j  detennine  whether  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  properly  refused  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  in 
a  claim  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  unless  the  facts  as  recited  on  appeal  present 
such  showing  as  would  warrant  the  lx?lief  that  gross  injustice  has  been  done  in 
refusing  to  recognize  arti(;leB  of  agreement. 

A^i'SiHtaut  Sirretary  F',  L,  Ciunphell  to  the  C(>niinv<HfO)ier  of  Pen^ilonn^ 

August  SI,  1901. 

Milo  B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  May  6,  1901,  tiled 
a  motion  to  reconsider  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  April  17, 
1JM)1,  in  the  claim  of  Annie,  widow  of  Henr}^  Higgins,  Company  D, 
Ninety-seventh  Permsylvania  Volunteer  Infantr3%  affirming  the  action 
of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  certify  to  them  a  fee  in  excess  of  ^10 
(certificate  No.  304876). 

On  March  8, 1893,  the  late  George  E.  Lemon,  of  Washington,  D.  C, 
in  behalf  of  the  claimant,  filed  a  declaration  for  a  widow's  pension 
under  the  general  law.  Certificate  issued  June  12, 1896,  to  allow  pen- 
sion in  the  claim  at  i^8  per  month  from  October  18.  1892,  the  date  of 
the  soldier's  death,  with  )?^2  additional  on  account  of  each  minor  child 
of  the  soldier. 
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Mr.  Ii<*ni()n,  July  16,  lh\Hu  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Bureau*  in  which 
he  claimed  that  the  widow  should  have  been  allowed  the  rnte  of  *l.f 
jH»r  month  in  lieu  of  $8,  as  the  evidence  established  that  she  and  the 
soldier  had  contracted  a  eommon-law  marriage  prior  to  March  11*,  1>^*), 
the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  increasing  the  rate  from  1^8  to  ^I'l 
iwv  month  to  widow  j)ensioners  who  were  married  to  the  soldier  on 
account  of  whose  service*  and  death  their  claims  are  made  prior  to  tlie 
approval  of  said  a<*t. 

The  appellants,  on  Oi'tolK»r  2,  1897,  filed  articles  of  agreement  stipu- 
lating for  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25.  They  entered,  October  0, 1>1»7, 
an  apjH»al  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  allow  the  rate 
of  J? 1 2  p<»r  month.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  was  reversed  by  decision 
of  this  Department,  dated  January  81,  18*.>9,  and  on  March  4,  lst*9, 
certificate  issued  to  correct  the  rate*  of  pension  allowed  from  ^  jjer 
month  to  $12  per  month.  On  said  issue  Messrs.  Stevens  &  Co.  were 
certified  a  fee  of  Jj^lo.  On  appeal  they  contend  for  the  pa^'ment  of  a 
fee  of  ^*2iy  under  said  articles  of  agreement. 

Relative  to  the  issue  presented  the  Department  said: 

In  the  opinion  of  tlu*  Coniniis.«'ioiier  of  Pensionn  the  pn>secuti<m  of  the  claim  did 
not  reqiiin'  Huch  st*rvices  by  an  attorney  a^  would  warrant  the  recognition  of  artiHe:» 
of  ajrreenient.  The  <juestion  in  one  for  the  (V)nimis.*^ioner  of  Pensions  to  <lecide,  and 
it  api>ean*  that  he  hai^  pa.«sed  ui)on  it.  The  claim  is  not  one  of  the  clasBes  which  the 
law  «lirects  that  fee  apreenientH  shall  be  recognizeii,  if  filed,  nor,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions,  is  it  one  of  such  difficulty  and  trouble  as  to  warrant  him 
in  recojriiizintr  ftn*  ajrreements.  Therefore,  the  acticm  of  the  Bureau  in  refiwing  to 
certify  a  fee  in  excess  of  ;?!()  wa.H  proper.  (See  case  of  Merrill  B.  Lamnion,  certiticate 
No.  28402,  ;{S  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  117. ) 

In  thi.>  motion  for  reconsideration  the  appellants  state  as  follows: 

The  «iuestion  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  recogliition  of  fee  ajjreements  for  $25  in  an 
allejreil  case  of  difficulty  and  trouble.  It  is  held  that  inasmuch  as  in  the  opinion  of 
the  (V)inniissioner  of  Pensions  it  was  not  a  case  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  therefore, 
the  refusal  to  certify  a  jjreater  fee  than  *10  was  pro|)er.  In  other  words,  it  is  apjiar- 
ently  heM  that  the  Secretary  of  tlie  Interior  has  no  authority  to  review  a  decision  of 
the  (\ninuissi(»ner  of  Pensions  4is  to  what  should  be  considered  a  ca*«e  of  difficulty  and 
trouble.  The  merits  of  the  (jue.**tion  whether  or  not  the  case  was  one  of  difficulty 
and  trouble,  were  not  considered,  but  the  case  was  apparently  decide<l  on  the  legal 
proposition  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  no  appellate  jurisdiction  on  the 
questiini.     It  is  believe<l  that  the  proiM>sition  is  erroneous.     *    ♦    ♦ 

It  has  Ikmmi  lieM  in  the  ca«e  of  K.  H.  ( Jelston  &  Co.,  attorneys  for  Julia  Newcomb 
(5  P.  I)..  4h)),  that  the  exercise  of  the  di.scretionary  power  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensicms  in  determining  the  allowance  of  the  fee  of  $25  in  difficulty  and  trouble  cases 
is  a  uuitter  exclusively  within  that  officer's  control,  and  that  the  Department  will  not 
interfere  except  in  a  case  of  extraordinary  and  flagrant  injustice,  Thedei^ision  in  the 
ctu«e  at  l>ar  seems  to  go  a  step  further  and  to  hold  that  the  Department  will  not  inter- 
fere in  any  case.  It  is  submitttnl  that  if,  in  the  case  of  Newcomb,  the  decision  was 
correct  in  so  far  su*  it  re<'ognized  the  reviewing  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior in  such  cases,  it  is  not  api)arent  why  the  aiithority  was  limite<i  to  cases  of  extra- 
ordinary injustice.  It  woul<l  seem  that  a  case  of  onlinary  injustice  is  as  much' within 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  correct  as  a  case  of  extraoniinary  injustice.     If  the 
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Secretary  has  appellate  authority  in  one  claaB,  he  also  has  it  in  the  other.  To  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  the  case  was  one  of  extraordinary  injustice  involves  an  inquiry 
into  the  facts  of  the  case.  Such  an  inquiry  was  apparently  denied  in  the  case  at 
bar.     *    *    * 

Unquestionabh'  the  Department  has  appellate  jurisdiction  as  to  the 
allowance  of  fees  in  claims  for  pension  where  there  is  an  issue  between 
the  Bureau  and  the  attornc}'  who  prosecutes  a  claim  as  to  the  amount 
of  fee  to  be  allowed  for  his  services  therein,  and  an  appeal  will  lie 
from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter.  Upon  appeal  presenting 
such  question  the  Department  will  determine  whether  the  proper 
amount  has  been  certified,  and.  when  germane  to  the  issue,  deteiinine 
whether  the  claim  is  one  in  which  a  fee  of  not  more  than  ^25  can  be 
certified,  or  whether  a  fee  of  |1()  onlj'  can  be  certified.  This  latter 
question  seems  to  be  what  is  presented  by  this  motion,  i.  e.,  whether 
the  fee  in  the  present  case  shall  be  $25  or  $10.  As  stated,  appellants 
contend  that  the  case  involved  so  much  difficulty  and  trouble  in  its 
prosecution  as  would  wari'ant  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  seeing 
fit  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  filed  in  the  claim. 

In  the  case  of  E.  H.  Gelston  &  Co.,  supra,  the  material  facts  in  all 
essential  particulars  are  like  those  arising  in  this  case.  The  issue  is 
discussed  at  considerable  length,  and  the  conclusion  was  reached  that 
the  provisions  of  section  4786,  Revised  Statutes,  as  hereinafter  set 
forth:  confer — 

simply  upon  the  Commissioner  a  discretionary  power  which  he  is  at  liberty  to 
exercise  or  not  in  such  cases  as  are  enumerated  by  the  law — he  being  neither 
restrained  nor  directed  by  either  the  law  or  the  head  of  the  Department  (paj^e  422) 
*  *  *  unless,  perhaps,  there  should  apj)ear  an  instance  of  flagrant  injustice 
nec!essi fating  departmental  action  (page  423). 

That  portion  of  the  act  of  Juh'  4,  1884,  which  authorizes  the  pay- 
ment of  a  fee  of  $25  in  certain  classes  of  claims  and  is  relevant  to  the 
issue  presented  in  this  case,  reads  as  follows: 

And  such  articles  of  agreement  as  may  be  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
are  not  authorized  nor  w^ill  they  be  recoj^nized  except  in  claims  for  ♦  *  *  and  in 
such  other  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  may  see 
fit  to  recognize  them. 

It  is  quite  clear  the  law  does  not  direct  that  articles  of  agreement 
shall  be  recognized  in  all  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble.  A  case  may 
require  a  great  deal  of  work  in  its  prosecution  and  yet  not  be  one  in 
which  the  attorney  under  the  law  could  secure  a  fee  of  $25.  The 
appellants'  view  of  the  law  is,  that  upon  appeal  from  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  in  refusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  this  Department 
will  review  the  work  performed  in  a  claim,  and  if  a  conclusion  is 
reached  that  the  services  rendered  by  an  attorney,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Secretar}'  of  the  Interior,  are  of  such  amount  and  such  difficult 
nature  as  to  warrant  the  payment  of  a  fee  of  $25,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  will  direct  the  Comniissioner  of  Pensions  to  pay  such  fee, 
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although  the  CommisHioner  had  not  seen  fit  to  recognize  articles  of 
agreement  filed  in  the  claim. 

In  other  words,  in  the  opinion  of  the  appellants  the  same  duty  Is 
placed  by  the  law  upon  the  Secretary  as  it  places  upon  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions,  and  requires  of  the  former  to  examine  details  for 
the  pui'pose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  latter  has  acted  with  due  dis- 
cretion and  judgment  in  each  particular  case  in  which  the  intere^sted 
attorney  may  deem  that  he  has  performed  sufficient  work  in  its  prose- 
cution to  warrant  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  recogrizing  articles 
of  agreement.  Is  is  not  believed  that  the  intent  of  Congre.^,  by  vesting 
in  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  a  discretion  as  to  the  recognition  of 
articles  of  agreement  in  certain  classes  of  claims,  was  to  burden  this 
Department  with  the  work  of  reviewing  his  act  in  the  premises.  It  is 
true  that  the  Department,  upon  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
in  refusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement  in  those  claims,  can  prop- 
erly take  cognizance  of  the  matter  and  investigate  anv  detail  that  may 
be  necessary  to  arrive  at  a  proper  conclusion;  but  it  is  only  when  the 
injustice  plainly  appears  from  matter  recited  in  the  appeal  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  l)e  warranted  in  reviewing  the  action 
of  the  Bureau.  When  injustice  is  alleged  in  the  appeal  and  is  based 
upon  facts  which  are  recited  therein  as  sustained  by  the  record,  then 
examination  might  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  alleged  facts  are  disclosed  by  the  record.  But  unless  such  facts 
are  set  forth  in  the  appeal  it  is  not  lielieved  that  it  is  necessary  to 
review  the  papers  in  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how 
much  service  an  attorney  did  perform  therein,  and  the  Department, 
since  its  decision  in  the  case  of  E.  H.  Gelston  &  Co..  has  invariably 
declined  to  do  so. 

When  the  perfonnance  of  an  act  is  within  the  discretion  of  an  offi- 
cer he  is  permitted  to  determine  matters  in  the  premises  to  his  satis- 
faction, and  where  he  has  impartially  performed  the  dut3\  with  due 
regard  to  the  rights  of  all  interested  parties,  it  is  quite  clear  that  an 
abuse  of  his  discretion  will  not  be  inferred  from  a  mere  assertion  that 
he  has  been  unjust.  It  is  presumed  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions in  determining  whether  articles  of  agreement  should  be  recog- 
nized when  that  matter  is  within  his  discretion  gives  it  such  fair 
consideration  as  it  is  entitU^d  to,  and  in  order  to  justify  an^'  interfer- 
ence by  this  Department  facts  must  l>e  shown  by  an  appellant  which 
would  import  that  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  had  not  performed 
his  duty. 

So,  when  an  appellant  docs  not  recite  facts  which  would  warrant 
any  interference  by  this  Department  with  the  act  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions  in  a  matter  within  his  discretion,  but  in  lieu  thereof  asserts 
that  the  claim  is  one  of  such  difficulty  and  trouble  as  in  his  opinion 
would  warrant  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  seeing  tit  to  recognize 
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articles  of  agreement,  nothing  would  be  presented  for  consideration 
other  than  whether  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  recognition  of  agree- 
ments is  within  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  and 
whether  he  has  exercised  such  discretion.  For  these  purposes  noth- 
ing need  be  added  to  or  taken  from  the  decision  heretofore  rendered 
by  the  Department  in  this  case. 
Accordingly  this  motion  is  overruled. 


notice-appealr-service— evidence— act  march  3,  1839. 

Sophia  M.  Loughry  v.  John  Loucjhry. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  service  of  an  appeal  and  notice  thereof,  there  being  no 

waiver  of  service  by  the  appellee,  such  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 

2.  Due  proof  of  ser\'ice  ipay  be  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the 

appellee  or  her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt,  signed  by  the  appellee  or 
her  attorney,  and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his  attorney  with  an  affidavit 
that  on  a  certain  day  a  copy  of  the  appeal  or  proposed  appeal  has  been  mailed 
in  a  registered  letter,  postpaid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-office, 
naming  it,  and  that  the  card  was  returned  in  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of 
such  letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copy  of  the 
appeal  was  j)er8onally  delivered  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  of  record. 

AS'^fHtdid  Secrffary  F,  Z.   CainpheU  to  the  ConmiiHMhner  of  Pensions^ 

Au(/i(^Ht  3 J.  1901, 

John  Loughry,  late  private,  Company  E,  Twelfth  West  Virginia 
Infantry,  and  pensioner  under  certificate  No.  114841,  appealed  July 
29, 1901,  from  the  Bureau  action  of  May  4, 1901,  allowing  the  deserted 
wife's  claim  of  Sophia  M.  Loughry,  tiled  May  4,  1901,  under  the  act 
of  March  8,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  ''pensioner  deserted  his  lawful 
wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  cir- 
cumstances.'' 

No  copy  of  the  appeal  or  notice  of  the  appeal  appears  to  have  been 
sei'ved  on  the  appellee  or  her  attorney,  and  she  has  entered  no  appear- 
ance in  the  appeal  or  in  any  manner  waived  her  right  to  notice,  or  in 
any  manner  indicated  that  she  has  knowledge  of  said  appeal,  as  required 
by  the  rule  of  practice  announced  in  the  case  of  Ellis  v,  Ellis  (11  P.  D., 
288)  and  the  departmental  instructions  of  Ma}'  1, 1901. 

As  announced  in  said  decision  and  instructions,  the  appellant  in 
cases  of  this  nature  is  reijuired  to  make  due  proof  of  service  of  the 
copy  of  the  appeal  and  notice  of  the  appeal  upon  the  appellee  or  his 
or  her  attorney  of  record,  after  which  thirty  days  will  be  allowed  the 
appellee  within  which  to  tile  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the 
Bureau  action  appealed  from. 

Due  proof  of  service  may  be  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  serv- 
ice by  the  appellee  or  her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt  signed 
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by  the  appellee  oi*  her  attorney  and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his 
attorney,  with  an  affidavit  that  on  a  certain  day  a  cop}'  of  the  appeal 
or  projK)s(»d  appeal  has  been  mailed  in  a  registered  letter  postpaid  to 
the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-office,  naming  it,  and  that  the 
card  was  returned  in  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  such  letter,  or 
an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copj^  of  the 
appeal  was  personally  delivered  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  of 
rei'ord. 

Due  proof  of  service  may  be  made  in  either  of  the  three  methods 
above  indicated,  but  in  absence  of  proof  of  service  in  some  one  of  the 
ways  above  indicated  the  appeal  can  not.  in  the  absence  of  waiver  of 
service*  by  the  appellee,  be  deemed  to  l>e  completed,  and  will  be 
dismissed  by  the  Department. 

This  appeal  is  accordingly  dismissed. 

Pensioner  also,  on  July  16,  IWl,  tiled  a  motion  that  payment  of 
one-half  his  peiision  to  his  wife  be  suspended  pending  the  decision  on 
the  appeal. 

It  will  not  be  assumed  that  the  Bureau  would  continue  the  pa^'nient 
of  money  to  the  wife  while  the  question  as  to  her  right  to  receive  the 
same  was  pending  before  the  Department;  but,  as  already  indicated, 
the  appeal  in  this  case  not  being ' perfected  by  proof  of  senice  of 
notice  the  motion  must  also  be  dismissed. 

A  copy  of  this  decision  will  be  forwarded  by  the  Bureau  to  both 
parties. 

NOTICE    APPEAl^EVIDENCE    PROOF  SERVICE- ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  18»9. 

Eliza  J.  Conover  /•.  William  Conover. 

An  affidavit  statintr  that  a  copy  of  the  ai)peal  attached  thereto  had  ])een  sent  through 
the  mail  to  the  address  of  the  claimant  as  given  by  the  Pension  Bureau  is  not 
due  proof  of  s<»r>'ice  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  should  show  that  the  same  was 
mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registry  receipt  attached  to  such 
proof  was  the  re(;eipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a  true,  full,  and  com- 
plete copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  appeal. 

Asf</'sf{f/tt  Srcrrfff/'f/  F.  Z.   (\imjMI  to  fJw  (offff/u\ssi'<mer  of  PefWiouft^ 

Am/t(st  JL  1901, 

William  Conover,  late  private.  Company  E,  One  hundred  and 
seveiity-tifth  Ohio  Infantry,  and  a  pensioner  under  certificate  No. 
24:1  t)U2,  appealed  May  21, 1901  (filed  in  this  Department  July  30,  1901), 
from  the  Bureau  action  of  May  18,  1901,  allowing  the  deserted  wife's 
claim  of  Eliza  J.  Conover,  filed  February  20,  1901,  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1899,  on  the  ground  that  ''pensioner  deserted  claimant,  his 
lawful  wife,  who  is  a  person  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessi- 
tous circumstances." 
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In  the  letter  of  transmittal  of  July  25,  1901,  you  state  that — 

The  claim  under  the  ac»t  of  March  3,  1899,  was  originally  filed  May  1,  1899,  and 
was  allowed  August  19,  1899.  The  wife's  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  February 
15,  1901,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  Rothery  decision.  An  appeal  was 
filed  May  25,  1901,  by  the  pensioner,  docket  No.  69045,  the  contention  in  the  appeal 
being  that  this  Bureau  had  not  refunded  to  the  pensioner  the  amount  of  money  paid 
to  the  wife  under  the  allowance  of  August  19,  1899.  This  appeal  was  decided  and 
the  opinion  rendered  June  13,  1901 ,  and  your  instructions  contained  therein  have 
been  carried  out,  and  payment  has  been  ordered  to  the  pensioner  of  the  amount  paid 
to  his  wife  on  the  allowed  claim. 

The  wife  filed  a  new  claim  on  February  20, 1901,  which  was  allowed  May  13, 1901. 
On  May  23, 1901,  the  attorney  for  the  pensioner  filed  an  appeal  in  this  Bureau,  which 
is  transmitted  herewith,  with  the  request  that  it  be  docketed. 

As  will  be  seen  by  the  affidavit  filed  May  21,  1901,  the  pensioner  seems  to  have 
served  upon  his  wife,  the  appellee,  a  copy  of  the  appeal,  which  would  comply  with 
the  Ellis  decision. 

The  proof  of  service  of  notice  of  the  appeal  is  as  follows: 

State  op  Ohio,  Hamilton  County,  ss: 

On  this  20th  day  of  May,  1901,  personally  came  before  me,  a  notary  public  in  and 
for  said  county,  William  Conover,  who,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  deposes 
and  says  that  he  this  day  sent  through  the  mail  to  his  wife,  Eliza  J.  Conover,  a  copy 
of  the  petition  hereto  attached  and  notice  of  appeal  to  No.  3225  Eastern  avenue, 
Cincinnati,  Ohio,  her  address  as  given  by  the  Pension  Bureau  in  letter  of  allowance 
dated  May  13,  1901. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to,  etc. 

Claimant  has  not  entered  her  appearance  in  response  to  said  appeal 
or  in  any  manner  indicated  that  she  received  said  notice. 

The  affidavit  of  the  pensioner  fails  to  show  that  ''due  proof"  of 
service  required  in  the  Ellis  case  (11  P.  D.,  288),  and  indicated  in  depart- 
mental communication  of  May  1,  1901,  wherein  it  was  stated: 

In  response  to  your  request  of  April  23,  1901,  that  your  "Bureau  be  advised  as  to 
what  would  be  considered  by  the  Department  as  *due  proof  of  service  by  appellant 
upon  appellee  of  copy  of  appeal  taken,"  referring  to  departmental  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1901,  in  the  case  of  Ellis  v.  Ellis,  No.  500352,  docket  No.  63997,  I  respect- 
fully suggest  that  "due  proof*  would  naturally  indicate  such  proof  as  would,  prima 
facie,  show  that  the  appellee  had  been  furnished  information  as  to  the  appeal  pro- 
posed to  be  taken  by  the  appellant  to  secure  a  reversal  or  modification  of  the  Bureau 
action  appealed  from  and  advised  of  his  right  to  interpose  an  answer  or  defense 
thereto.  For  example,  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the  appellee,  or  his  or  her 
attorney  of  record,  of  a  copy  of  the  appeal,  or  a  registry  receipt  card  signed  by  the 
appellee,  and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his  or  her  attorney,  with  an  affidavit 
that  on  a  certain  day  a  copy  of  the  appeal  or  proposed  appeal  had  been  mailed  in  a 
registered  letter,  post  paid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-office,  naming  it, 
and  that  the  card  was  returned  in  response  to  said  letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing 
that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copy  of  the  appeal  w^as  personally  delivered  to  the 
appellee,  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  record. 

In  either  of  the  foregoing  cases  I  should  deem  the  service  of  notice  established, 
prima  facie,  by  "due  proof." 

Where  service  of  notice  is  by  mail  it  should,  in  the  absence  of 
acceptance  of  seiTice  or  appearance  on  the  part  of  the  party  served,  be 
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by  rejfistered  letter  and  the  affidavit  showing  such  service  schottld  be 
a(*c<>nipanied  by  the  rej^istry  return  re<*eipt,  signed  by  the  party  to 
whom  notice  was  sent  or  his  or  her  attorney  of  record. 
Claimant  in  her  declaration  filed  February  20,  19<>1.  alleged  that — 

Pens^ioner  deeert^^l  her  Aujnist  10,  1896,  since  which  time  he  has  refiM>ed  to  sup- 
port her,  and  HtiXl  refuses,  and,  it  is  said,  lives  with  another  woman;  she  i<ubniits  the 
same  evidence  file<i  heretofore.  Her  said  husband  has  not  returned  to  her,  but  is 
liviiiK  He|>arate  and  ajjart  from  her  still. 

She  filed  in  support  of  her  said  declaration  the  joint  affidavit  of  two 
witnesses  who  testified  that  pensioner  daserted  her  over  thi"ee  years 
prior  to  1901,  and  still  continues  to  live  separate  and  apart  from  her; 
that  she  was  a  woman  of  good  moral  character  and  in  necessitous  cir- 
cumstances; that  pensioner  was  a  worthless  fellow. 

This  comprises  all  the  testimony  filed  by  the  claimant  in  support  of 
her  said  declaration,  and  she  evidently  relied  upon  the  testimony  filed 
by  her  in  support  of  her  former  void  declaration  of  May  1,  18i^9. 

The  pensioner  denies  his  desertion  of  claimant  and  contends  that  he 
was  driven  from  his  home  and  from  claimant  by  cruel  and  unwifely 
conduct  on  her  part;  that  she  is  not  a  woman  of  good  moral  character; 
that  she  had  assaulted  him  with  a  knife  without  cause,  inflicting  per- 
sonal injury  upon  him;  that  she  applied  vile  and  abusive  epithets  to 
him  and  threatened  him  with  further  violence  if  he  did  not  leave  her: 
that  she  made  his  ''home  a  hell/'  and  forced  him  to  leave  her;  that  he 
is  ^S  years  of  age,  and  that  it  was  not  safe  or  possible  for  him  to  live 
with  her. 

He  has  furnished  the  affidavits  of  a  large  number  of  witnesses  who 
testify  to  certain  conduct  upon  the  part  of  claimant,  which,  if  true, 
would  tend  to  establish  legal  justification  for  his  leaving  her. 

Claimant,  on  the  other  hand,  filed  a  number  of  affidavits  under  her 
first  declaration  tending  to  show  that  pensioner's  absence  was  not 
legally  justified. 

All  of  these  affidavits  constitute  ex  parte  testimony,  and  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witnesses  is  very  conflicting. 

In  view  of  the  conflicting  evidence  as  to  whether  pensioner's  absence 
from  his  wife  was  legally  justified,  as  well  as  the  defective  proof  of 
service  of  notice  of  this  appeal  upon  the  appellee,  who  has  entered  no 
appearance  in  the  appeal,  the  case  is  reopened  and  a  special  examina- 
tion ordered,  due  notice  of  which  examination  will  be  given  both 
paitii^s. 

The  papers  are  herewith  returned  for  further  action  and  report. 

Copies  of  this  decision  will  be  furnished  the  parties  hereto. 
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ACCIDENTAL  INJT7BY. 

See  Line  op  Duty,  103  and  191. 
ACCBXnSD  PENSION. 

See  also  Attorneys,  49;  Reimbubsement,  395;  Evidence,  501. 

Fund  in  Hands  of  Guardian. 

1.  The  act  of  March  2»  1895,  is  the  law  of  distribution  of  accrued  pension  of  a 

deceased  pensioner,  and  applies  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unex- 
pended at  the  time  of  such  pensioner's  decease. 

Ccnnmimoner  of  Permons — 351 

When  Original  Fenf  ion  Illegal. 

2.  Pension  having  erroneously  been  granted  to  the  soldier  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890,  he  having  aided  and  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  positively  prohibits  the  payment 
of  the  pension  that  may  have  accrued  to  him  to  the  date  of  his  death  to  his 
widow. 

Anna  M.  Winkler  {mdow)  ^ 241 

ACT  OF  JTJIiY  26,  1882. 

See  Jurisdiction,  348. 

ACT  OF  AUGUST  4,  1886. 

See  Amputation,  1. 

ACT  JANUABT  29,  1887. 

See  also  Restoration,  338;  iSERVicE,  110,  163,  and  218. 

ACT  JUNE  27,  1890. 

See  Death  Cause,  440;  Declaration,  162;  Disability,  38,  179,  and  505;  Commence- 
ment, 431,  510;  Fee,  171;  Fee  Agreements,  508;  Marriage  and  Divorce,  73  and 
488;  Practice,  451;  Rank,  34;  Service,  141,  206,  390,  and  435. 

ACT  OF  JXTLY  14,  1892. 

See  Aid  and  Attendance,  503. 
ACT  OF  JULT  27,  1892. 

See  Service,  177. 

ACT  OF  MABCH  6,  1876. 

See  Practice,  122. 
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ACT  OF  MASCH  13,   1896. 

StV  EviDKXCK,  197. 

ACT  OF  MARCH  8,   1899. 

8<H^  CoxOTBrcrioN,  90;  Division  of  Pension,  255,  260,  288,  377,  and  494;  Notice,  523 

AND  524. 

ABSENCE. 

See  Service,  435. 
AGE. 

See  also  Disability,  179. 

As  a  Came  for  Feniion. 

1.  The  fart  that  a  claimant  han  attained  the  age  of  65  years  does  not  entitle  him  to 

l^ension  per  se,  under  set^tion  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  li.--* 
mental  or  physical  condition,  and  such  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the  case 
of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68) ;  hut  the  evidence  in  this  case  disclosing  the  fact 
that  claimant  is  by  trade  a  pattern  maker,  and  that  by  reason  of  age,  disease  of 
heart,  limitation  of  motion  in  knee  and  shoulder,  enlaiged  veins  of  leg,  and 
Htiffness  and  limitation  and  atrophy  of  hand  he  is  unable  to  follow  said  occupa- 
tion, the  action  rejecting  his  claim  was  error,  and  is  reversed.  (Charles  Stone, 
S  P.  D.,  477,  and  William  Featherly,  9  P.  D.,  106.) 

J.  Ixmis  Will 179 

MUitary  Age. 

2.  In  1861  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  18  years  was  voidable,  and  a 

repudiation  of  such  enlistment  on  the  part  of  the  minor  by  the  act  of  desertion 
would  constitute  no  bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  incurred  during 
the  period  of  a  second  enlistment. 

Stephen  F.  Monthmiy 193 

3.  This  claimant  being  over  18  but  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  enlistment 

in  June,  1861,  such  enlistment  was  valid  and  binding  upon  him;  and  any  (1L<«- 
bility  incurred  by  him  during  the  term  of  such  enlistment  but  after  his  desertion 
therefrom  and  while  serving  in  the  United  States  Navy  was  not  contracted  in 
line  of  duty. 

Edtrard  E.  Xapier 240 

4.  Api)ellant'8  name  wa«  dropped  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter 

from  a  former  enlistment.  The  contention  is  that  he  was  under  16  years  of  age 
at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  September,  1863,  and  is  therefore  not 
barred  on  account  of  such  desertion.  In  his  oath  of  enlistment  he  reported  his 
age  as  1 8  years.     He  is  bound  by  this  action. 

Nathnu  Loeh,  nli(is  Nathan  Lyons 286 

AID  AND  ATTENDANCE. 

Facts  Showing — 
1.  The  appellant  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month  (second  grade)  forgim- 
shot  wound  of  left  ann  and  injury  to  left  chest  and  resulting  disease  of  heart 
and  epilepsy.  From  the  facts  presented  in  the  case  it  is  shown  that  he  has 
frequent  (almost  daily)  and  severe  epileptic  seizures,  necessitating  the  frequent 
and  periodical  personal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

JoHeifh  LeAnH 473 
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2.  The  disability  on  account  of  which  jiension  was  granted,  resulting  from  epilepsy, 

manifested  by  a  clonic  spasm  of  the  extremities,  occurring  but  two  or  three 
times  a  year,  is  not  deemed  to  exist  in  such  a  degree  as  to  require  frequent  and 
periodical  jwrsonal  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person. 

John  Blamlell 508 

Commencement. 

3.  Increase  to  $50  j)er  month  .under  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  can  only  commence 

from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  examining  surgeons  showing  such  degree 
of  disability  made  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act 

Joh  n  Bla  Udell 503 

AliLEOATIONS. 

See  Declarations. 

AMENDMENTS. 

See  Declarations,  93  and  315. 

AMPUTATION. 

1.  It  having  been  established  that  the  amputation  of  soldier's  arm  was  made  "at  or 
above  the  middle  of  the  arm  bone"  (humerus),  the  failure  to  show  the  exact 
line  of  section  does  not  affect  the  status  of  the  case,  and  pensioner  was  entitled 
to  a  pension  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month,  instead  of  $36,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  to  the  date 
of  his  death.     (See  case  of  John  W.  Curran,  5  P.  D.,  1.) 

John  B.  Anderson 1 

APOPLEXY. 

See  Death  Cause,  459. 

APPEAIi. 

See  also  Notice,  523  and  524;  Practice,  325. 

1.  Upon  appeal  the  papers  in  a  claim  will  not  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  properly  refused  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement 
in  a  claim  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  unless  the  facts  as  recited  on  appeal  present 
such  showing  as  would  warrant  the  belief  that  gross  injustice  has  been  done  in 
refusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement. 

Annie  Higgins  (imdow) 519 

ATTENDING  PHTSICIAN. 

See  Evidence,  301. 
ATTORNETS. 

See  also  Fee,  496;  Fee  Acjkekments,  150. 

Must  Collect  Fee  from  Claimant. 
1.  An  agent  or  attorney  rendering  services  in  proceedings  under  the  act  of  March 
2,  1895,  in  behalf  of  a  person  entitled  under  its  provisions  to  the  accrued  infu- 
sion on  a  certificate  of  ix^nsion  of  a  deceiu<ed  i)ensioner,  nmst  look  to  the  \)er- 
son  by  whom  he  is  employed  for  payment  for  his  services.  Case  of  (George 
Aab  (9  P.  D. ,  377 )  is  overruled. 

John  C  Ifohaon   {(Jcntianl ) _ 49 
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lUtarUa  SerrlM. 
2.  Where*  two  de(*]aration8  for  Htraight  increase  are  filed  in  behalf  of  a  pensioDer, 
they  do  not  constitute  the  basitt  of  different  claimB,  unlees  a  medical  examiDA- 
tion  wai<  held  l>etween  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  were  filed,  or  unless 
the  claim  bawni  on  the  first  declaration  is  disjKXMed  of  without  holding  a  roeil- 
iial  examination,  and  thereafter  a  second  declaration  is  filed;  with  thei^e  excep- 
tions declarations  for  increase  filed  subsequently  to  the  first  until  a  me<iical 
examination  is  held  are  but  duplicates  of  the  first  declaration,  aad  the  filing 
thereof  is  not  material  service. 

Alfred  ( hrpenter 429 

8.  The  filin);  of  an  amendatory  declaration  in  a  claim  for  original  pension,  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  holding  of  a  medical  exami- 
nation, is  material  service  and  may  entitle  an  attorney  to  the  fee. 

John  FitziHUrick 4«) 

Fee  Samed. 

4.  Where  an  attorney  has  prima  facie  established  a  claim  for  pension,  and  no  call 

for  additional  evidence  has  been  made,  he  has  earned  the  fee,  though  subse- 
<}uently  to  his  death  another  attorney  filed  evidence  for  which  the  Buxeaa 
could  have  issued  a  call. 

Annie  E.  Myers  (widow) 392 

Hegleet 

5.  The  rule  that  when  a  claimant  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  medical  exami> 

nation,  and  thereupon  the  failure  of  the  attorney  on  notice  thereof  to  file  the 
claimant's  request  for  the  issuance  of  another  order  constitutes  neglect,  y 
limited  in  its  application  to  claims  for  straight  increase. 

McK'mzy  Harshfield 492 

ATTOBNETSHIP. 

Becognitioii. 

1.  The  following  rule,  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Ezra  Cramer,  dated  November  26, 

1898,  and  in  the  case  of  John  Dennert,  dated  July  30,  1898,  is  aflarmed,  vii: 
Where  an  attorney  who  has  l)een  recognized  by  the  Bureau  subsecjuently  has 
l)een  denie<l  recognition  does  not  appeal  for  recognition  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter  he  thereby  forfeits  all  rights  he  may  have  in  the  case  from  the 
time  he  was  so  notified. 
Tlic  rule  does  not  contemplate  attorneys  contej-ting  for  recognition  whose  rights 
would  become  forfeite<l  ujxmi  their  failure  to  call  up  a  case  at  proper  intervals. 
Johi)  (^iiii)i 25 

2.  When  the  Bureau  has  adjudged  that  one  of  several  contesting  attorneys  is  entitled 

to  recognition,  and  such  others  ac(juiesce  in  said  decision,  further  recognition 
I'un  not  l)e  denie<l  the  one  and  accordeil  to  any  of  such  others  on  the  ground 
that  tlie  one  <lid  not  conform  to  the  rules  in  regard  to  formal  service  at  a  time 
prior  to  the  decision  of  the  Bureau  upon  which  his  title  to  recognition  is  liased, 
J<)S4'}fh  LoDe^  (if {(18  Joacph  Siuiftson 422 

BEATY'S  INDEPENDENT  SCOUTS. 

See  Servicb,  141. 

BlilNDNESS. 

See  PATHOLOiJicAL  Sequence,  462. 
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BOABD  OF  SNBQLLMENT. 

1.  This  appellant's  service  was  rendered  as  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enroll- 
ment of  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  He  filed 
an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law,  on 
account  of  disease  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  during  said  service;  and 
also  an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  account  of  said  8er\'ice:  Held^  That  there  is  no 
provision  of  law  granting  pension  for  disease  contracted  while  serving  as  com- 
missioner of  board  of  enrollment,  and  that  such  service  is  not  a  pensionable 
service  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
Lucim  De  Witt  Morse 1 83 

BUBDEN  OF  PBOOF. 

See  Evidence,  102. 

CAIilFOBNIA. 

See  Makriage  and  Divorce,  144. 

CATABRH. 

See  Death  Cause,  480. 

CATTSE  OF  DISABILITY. 

See  Pathoixxjical  Sequence,  307. 

CEBEBBAL  HEMOBB.HAGE. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  388. 

CHBONIC  ASCENDING  NEURITIS. 

See  Pathological  Sequence,  161. 

COHABITATION  AND  BEPTTTE. 

See  Marriage,  427. 

COLORED  PEBSONS. 

See  Marriage,  443. 

COMBINED  CAUSES. 

See  Death  Cause,  62. 

COMMENCEBEENT. 

See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  503;  Declarations,   162;  Incrkask,  380;  Practice, 

451;  Special  A(t,  424. 

Section  4718.  B.  8. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  4713,  Reviseil  Statutes,  pension,  if  allowed,  could 

only  commence  from  date  of  filing  the  la.st  material  evidence  necessary  to  com- 
plete the  claim. 

WUliam  McCIam 175 

Aot  Mareh  8,  1879. 

2.  The  date  of  commencement  of  a  dependent  mother's  ])ension,  undt^r  the  general 

law,  is  governed  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1879. 

Eliza  Hodgnum  ( mother)  18 
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Aet  January  5.  1898. 
:H.  The  imnnifH*  i)f  )K.*iisi<)ii  provided  by  the  act  oi  January  5.  1S93,  for  ?ur\iv«>r« of 
th<'  Mexii-aii  war  who  have  }>een  j)eiisi<)ned  under  tlie  pmvijjiims  of  the  act  uf 
January  2^^  18S7,  or  the  act  of  March  3,  1S91,  nhould  l^e  niatie  to  comnien«r 
froiu  the  <Uite,  sul»HM|iient  to  the  <iate  of  the  approval  <»f  ihe  act  jrraniinp  sii»l 
increawN  af  which  it  shall  have  Ihhmi  established  by  the  pnH»f  rhat  the  c*»nili- 
tioiiH  of  disability  and  destitution  existtni  which  are  <UVijrnate<l  in  said  act  a? 
entitlinsr  sucli  j^'nsioners  to  the  increa«*  of  pension  therein  ]m)vide<l. 

Uoht  rt  MnrkwiMul :N^ 

Aet  June  87,  1890. 
4.  Tlie  constniction  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  imder  which  a  niin».»r's«  pen:?iun  1'= 
made  to  conunence  from  the  (iate  of  tilinj?  tlie  ap]>lication  therefor,  in  a  i*ase 
in  which  there  wa.^  a  jirior  widow  pensioner  who  has  die<l  or  reniarrietl,  L- 
mihereil  to.  The  applicatit>n,  file<l  in  ()ctol>er,  189.5,  which  was  rejected  as  an 
ap[)lication  under  the  general  law,  is  held  to  have  been  an  ajiplication  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  the  date  of  filing  said  application  is  the  <>(»rrei't 
date  of  comrnenctMuent  of  the  minor's  j)ension. 

Minnrn  of  Simeon  W.  Lhire 431 

3.  Pension  under  .section  3  of  the  a<'t  of  June  27,  1890,  can  commence  only  from  date 
of  filing  of  declaration  subsecjuent  to  the  sol<lier*a  death,  and  a  declaration  exe 
cuted  by  the  wife  prior  to  his  death  is  null  and  void. 

Mary  J,  Fi»k  (uidow ) 162 

6.  Original  invalid  pension  granted  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  an  application  therefor, 
and  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  commencing  the  pension  in  this  case  from  the 
date  of  the  examining  surgeon's  certificate  of  examination  was  error. 

Jame«  Mclhirry olO 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  BOARD  OF  ENROIXMENT. 

See  Service,  183. 

COMPOUNDING  RATES. 

See  Rate,  165. 

CONSCRIPTION. 

See  Disloyalty. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  STATUTES. 

S*H»  also  Minors,  448;  Rank.  IU. 
Act  March  3,  1899. 

1.  The  act  of  March  3,  1899,  is  ])n>sj)ective,  not  retroactive,  in  its  operation,  and  the 

desertion  naine<i  therein  refers  only  to  stich  as  occurs  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  act.  The  word  ''desertion  "  in  said  act  is  used  in  its  general  legal  sense, 
and  means  the  willful  withdrawal  of  one  of  the  marrie<l  parties  fn)m  the  other 
or  the  voluntary  refusal  of  one  of  tiie  married  parties  to  renew  a  sus]iend€*«l 
cohabitation  without  legal  justification. 

Mu rif  . I nn  linfhery  v.  Henry  X.  liothery 77 

2.  To  entitle  the  deserted  wife  of  an  invalid  j>ensioner  to  receive  one-half  the  }>eiision 

of  her  husband  un<ler  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  it  must  api^jar 
tliat  she  lias  Ihh^u  desert e<l  by  said  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six  month.* 
su>)se<iuent  to  the  date  of  the  ])a«siige  of  said  act.,  said  act  being  wholly  prf>s- 
I)e<"tive,  and  not  retroactive,  in  its  oi>eration  and  character.  (^See  case  of  Mary 
Ann  Rothery  v.  Henry  N.  Rothery,  11  P.  D.,  77.) 
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3.  The  application  of  Catharine  Richards  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one- 
half  the  pension  of  this  appellant,  James  J.  Richar<is,  having  been  filed  in  the 
Pension  Bureau  on  April  15,  1899,  leas  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  said  act,  was  premature,  ineffective,  and  void,  no  legal  rights  what- 
ever having  accrued  to  her  on  said  date  under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

Catharine  Richards  v.  James  J.  Richards 90 

DEATH  CATTSE. 

See  also  Evidence,  301;  Line  of  Duty,  103;  Patholocucal  Sequence,  388. 

Medical  Beferee's  Opinion. 

1.  It  is  contended  in  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of 

August  11,  1900,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  and  in  the  case  of  Minnie  Shuttle- 
worth  (3  P.  D.,  50),  respectively,  should  govern  in  this  case:  Heldy  That  in  the 
rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited,  to  the  effect  that  the  medical  referee's  opin- 
ion must  "have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  fai'ts  proven  ui)on 
which  to  base  it,"  before  it  can  he  accepted  in  preference  to  "the  diagnosis  made 
and  the  opinion  expressed"  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his  last 
illness  as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter' s  death,  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  Department  to  place  any  restrictions  upon  the  official  acts  of  the  medical 
officers  of  the  Bureau  which  should  not  equally  apply  to  the  medical  evidence 
filed  in  such  cases,  and  that  inasmuch  as  no  other  gcxnl  or  suflicient  reason  \s 
shown  why  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises  should  be  receded 
from  the  pending  motion  in  the  case  is  overruled. 

Margaret  Lalone  {iridow) 301 

Pathological  Sequence. 

2.  The  deceased  officer  was  formerly  a  pensioner  at  total  of  rank  as  major  ($25  per 

month)  on  account  of  "fracture  of  right  elbow."  His  death,  on  February  23, 
1898,  according  to  the  return  thereof  made  by  the  attending  physician,  wa 
due  to  "amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  and  acute  pneumonitis." 

3.  Pneumonitis  (pneumonia)  being  an  acute  disease — due  to  a  specific  germ — could 

not  have  Ijeen  a  result  of  his  military  service;  and  his  me<lical  attendant's  testi- 
mony to  the  effect  that  the  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  was  a  pathologic 
se<iuence  of  the  frat^ture  of  right  elbow  not  being  in  harmony  with  the  holding 
of  recognized  medical  authorities  to  the  effect  that  the  etiology  of  such  disease 
is  as  yet  unknown,  the  arbitrary  and  unsupported  professional  opinion  or 
theory  of  this  affiant  can  not  be  permitted  to  control  the  judgment  of  the 
Department  in  this  case,  which  is:  That  the  api)ellant  has  no  title  to  a  pension 
under  the  general  law  as  the  case  now  stands. 

4.  The  dece<ient's  discharge  from  Company  Ct,  Twentieth  Illinois  Infantry,  accord- 

ing to  the  decision  of  the  War  Department,  which  has  sole  jurisdiction  in  such 
matters,  not  having  been  an  honorable  discharge,  his  relict,  the  appellant,  lias 
no  title  to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Matilda  C.  Tanison  (widovj) 440 

5.  Death  of  the  soldier  (who  was  over  50  years  of  age)  from  cerebral  hemorrhage 

can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  injury  to  left  testicle  and  varicose  veins  of  right 
leg  and  resulting  amputation  of  same  above  the  knee,  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned. Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  universally  admitted  as  the  most 
potent  cause  of  said  fatal  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have  existe<i  in  this  c>ase, 
80  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  those  advancing  a  contrary  opinion. 

Maria  Brantigan  {mdow) liSS 
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6.  The  lat«)  (iftifer  ww  pensioned  under  the  general  law  on  aocoant  of  a  gnnz^hot 

wtnind  which  det«troye<i  the  right  eye  and  frai'turwi  the  bonen  of  the  orbit 
II  in  death  is  shown  to  have  been  due  to  disease  of  the  brain,  or  meningitis: 
llehU  That,  in  the  ahsent-e  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than 
the  (H>ntinu(Hi  <iiHease  in  the  orbit,  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily  by 
the  K"nsh(»t  wound. 

RfffffTtt  ( '.  Mortftin  ( trhfotr) ^) 

7.  The  Hol<lier*s  death  is  shown  to  have  resulteci  fwni  disease  of  ki<lneys,  (^u.^1 

by  ether  auH^hesia,  in<hu*e<l  for  the  purfH)se  of  o{)eratittg  on  a  diseasetl  ri^hi 
testicle,  f(»r  which  not  j^ensioned,  and  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  right  inguinal 
hernia  and  hydnx'ele,  for  which  j>ensione<l:  Held,  That  inasmuch  as  the  j^n- 
nioned  disabilities  were  included  in  the  operation  leading  to  the  soldier's  death, 
the  widow  is  entitled  to  (tension. 

FMmf^et  Kanfmnn  {widotr) KVy 

S.  SoldierV  deiith  from  <{uick  consumption,  following  an  attack  of  pneumonia,  t-an 
not  Ihj  atM-epted  as  due  to  chronic  diarrhea  of  ser>'i(»e  origin,  said  diarrhea  not 
Iwing  an  important  controlling  fat'tor  in  nor  so  complicated  with  said  death 
cause  that  its  influence  can  not  be  separate<l  therefrom. 

Mnry  E.  Ihdan  (indnir) 82 

Minor  o/  HnrUt  Doinn H2 

9.  Soldier's  death  from  ])ulmonary  tuberculosis  i-an  not  l>e  accepted  as  due  to  naso- 
pharyngeal catarrh,  on  account  of  which  he  was  pensioned  at  $2  per  month, 
and  it  not  api)earing  that  catarrh  was  otherwise  a  factor  in  the  death  caii^, 
nor  that  sai<l  cause  was  the  result  of  his  army  servi(?e,  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
on  that  ground  was  proper. 

Fhrenrf  E.  FoMer  ( widov) 4?50 

10.  The  soldier's  death,  at  the  age  of  72  years,  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  cannot  l>e 
pro[)erly  regarde<i  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  through  the  neck  incurred 
thirty-six  years  prior  thereto,  and  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

Emily  0.  Dihmrth  [widow) 459 

DECLARATIONS. 

Se<*  also  Attornkys,  429  and  49();  J rRisi motion,  257  and  420. 

Amendment. 

1.  A  declaration  in  which  the  formal  parts  indicate  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June 

27,  1890,  but  which  contains  allegations  of  a  service  not  in  the  war  of  the  rebel- 
lion and  of  <lisability  contracted  in  said  service  and  line  of  duty,  is  subject  to 
amendinont  and  explanation  as  to  any  uncertainty  in  the  character  of  the 
claim  or  the  claimant's  intentions  relative  thereto. 

W/.r  .yftft't'H 315 

Duplicate. 

2.  Where  two  <lei*laratioiis  for  straight  increase  are  filed  in  Ijehalf  of  a  pensioner, 

they  do  not  constitute  the  basis  of  diffen»nt  claims  unless  a  medical  examina- 
tion was  held  U^twcen  the  dates  on  which  the  declarations  werefile<i,  or  unless 
the  claim  base«l  on  the  first  declaration  is  disj>o8ed  of  without  holding  a 
medical  examinatitm  and  thereafter  a  second  declaration  is  filed.  With  these 
exc^eptions,  declarations  for  increase  file<l  Hubsetjuently  to  the  first  untilamedi- 
itd  examination  is  held  are  but  duplicates  of  the  first  declaration,  and  the  filing 
thereof  is  not  material  service. 

Alfred  Carpenter 429 
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Szeontioii. 

3.  Pension  under  section  3  of  said  act  can  commence  only  from  date  of  filing  of 

declaration  subsequent  to  the  soldier* s  death,  and  a  declaration  executed  by  the 
wife  prior  to  his  death  is  null  and  void. 

Mary  J.  Fish  {vndow) 162 

4.  The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  matie  on  August  10, 1888,  betore  the  deputy 

clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  same  was  executed  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  of  said  State:  Ileldy 
The  declaration  is  invalid. 

Samuel  Berry 210 

Filing. 

5.  Soldier  executed  his  declaration  and  mailed  it  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

but  died  six  days  prior  to  the  date  of  its  receipt  at  the  PenMon  Bureau:  Held, 
A  pension  claim  is  not  pending  until  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration, 
for  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  attains  no  jurisdiction  until  the  declaration 
is  filed.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  a  dead 
person,  and  the  filing  of  said  declaration  was  of  no  force  or  effect. 

AmH.  imiey 257 

6.  A  declaration  for  pension  is  of  no  fon^e  or  effect  whatever  until  filed  in  the 

Bureau  of  Pensions. 

Anthony  O'  Grndyy  alitut  John  Darin 420 

Sufficient. 

7.  A  declaration  in  a  j)ension  (;laim,  aside  from  its  formal  parte,  is  not  invalid  if  it 

substantially  setf*  forth  the  facts  upon  which  the  claim  is  base<i.  It  is  suffi- 
ciently certain  if  it  can  be  made  certain.  Because  it  is  subject  to  amendment 
to  make  more  definite  and  certain,  it  is  not  thereby  invalid. 

Alphonso  W.  Ell'ut 93 

DECBEE. 

See  also  Jtrikdiction,  226  and  406;  MARRiAiie,  271. 

Interlocutory  in  Hissonri. 

1.  Under  the  civil  practice  of  Missouri  an  interlocutory  decree  of  default  in  a  divorce 

case,  no  trial  being  had  nor  decree  entered  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  is  not  a 
decree  dissolving  the  bonds  of  matrimony  existing  between  a  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  notwithstanding  such  decree  states  that  said  bonds  are  dissolved, 
"and  that  unless  the  defendant  appear  at  the  next  regular  tenn  "  and  ^'show 
good  cause  to  the  contrary,  judgment  will  be  finally  rendered.**     »    *    * 

Adaline  Long  (alleged  widow) 499 

JoriBdiotional  Facts. 

2.  The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a 

divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana  while  she  resided  in  Arizona.  The 
transcript  of  the  record  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
in  the  divorce  procee<ling8  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  a<ldress 
was  known.  This  statutory  requirement  l)eing  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court. 

Annie  M.  Shipp  ( widow) 226 

3.  The  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Arkansas  in  1879 

against  the  claimant,  who  was  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  is  void  for  the  reason 
that  the  statutory  requirement  that  the  warning  order  should  l)e  published 
was  not  complied  with. 

Elizabeth  WiUiamsov 406 
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DEFAUI^T. 

8«^  DfiCFtKE. 

DEPENDENT  PARENTS. 

S(H'  alH<>  Fkk,  171   AND  514:  Rate,  18. 

Sleetioii  luder  what  Law  Proseeuted. 

1.  An  ap]>lii-ant  ft»r  a  <li*jH'n<lent  j>arent's  pulsion  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make 

and  prosei-iito  ji  cluiin  un<ler  the  prriviwonH  of  He<^tion  4707,  Revised  Statottfs. 
without  re^rd  to  the  provisions  of  wn^tion  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Knthniin  A.  Rntrlifff    imothn-) 171 

2.  AVliere  a  dejKMnient  jwirent's  claim  wa^i  filed  and  prosecuted  wholly  under  i?»ect ion 

4707,  Revised  Statutes,  an<l  calls  were  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Penjsious  for 
evidence  of  <lei)enden«'e  at  the  date  of  the  sf>ldier  son's  death,  and  the  pn»of 
funiishe*!  establishes  ilependence  at  date  of  soldier's  death,  and  the  provitdoiu? 
of  stvtion  1  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  have  in  no  manner  been  invoked,  it  L« 
error  to  issue  the  certificate,  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  under  secti*»u 
4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
IS^K).  Iti  such  a  case  the  attorney  prose<»uting  the  claim  should  l>e  eertifie<i 
such  fee  as  agreed  ui>on,  evidenced  by  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agree- 
ments filetl  in  the  claim,  not  excee<iing  $25. 

Kathrlna  Bfitch  ( mother) 247 

Pacts  Bnffieient  to  Show. 

3.  The  aj^pellant  obtains  a  conjfortable  support  from  a  farm  on  which  he  res?i<les 

with  his  wife  and  son,  the  title  to  said  farm  being  in  the  wife:  HcUi,  While 
section  6295,  statutes  of  Michigan,  allows  the  wife  to  hold  and  convey  proi)erty 
free  from  interference  and  joinder  by  her  husband,  yet  the  said  statutes  do 
not  deprive  the  husband  of  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  wife's  real  estate, 
a  right  l>elonging  to  him  under  the  common  law. 

Thomas  darner  {father) _ 297 

DESEBTION. 

See  also  Discharc.e,  13. 
A  Bar  to  Pension. 

1.  Api)ellant'8  name  was  droppe«l  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter 

from  a  former  enlistment.  The  contention  is  that  he  was  under  16  years  of 
a<ro  at  the  time  of  his  first  enlistment  in  September,  1863,  and  is  therefore  not 
barred  on  acx'ount  of  such  desertion.  In  his  oath  of  enlistment  he  reported  his 
age  as  18  years.     He  is  bound  by  this  action. 

Nathan  Ijjeh,  alUm  Xathnii  Lytnvn 286 

2.  It  appearing  from  the  official  ret'ord  of  this  appellant's  military  service,  and  frooi 

the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incurred  the  disabilities  in 
the  service  on  account  of  which  he  was  formerly  pensioned,  he  was  in  desertion 
from  a  i)rior  term  of  service,  and  wa.s  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper  com- 
man<l  without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitle<l  to  be  restored 
to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  rulings  and  decisions  of  this  Department, 
See  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382)  and  widow  of  John  Sullivan  (10  P.  D., 
55). 

Leirh  Rankin 373 

Not  a  Bar  to  Pension. 

3.  In  1861  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  18  years  was  voidable,  and  a 

repudiation  of  such  enlistment  on  the  part  of  the  minor  by  the  act  of  desertion 
would  constitute  no  bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  incurred  during 
the  period  of  a  second  enlistment. 

SUphen  F.  Monlhony ..,^ttzeti-byXiG>0§k--  ^^ 
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4.  The  appellant  fii^t  enlisteil,  under  the  name  (;f  Patrirk  H.  Bums,  for  two  years, 

in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  .served  therein 
until  February,  1862,  when  he  deserted,  and  was  never  formally  discharj?e(l 
therefrom.  He  enlisted  a  sec(m<i  time  on  Aujrust  7,  1862,  while  a  deserter 
from  saiil  organization,  under  his  correct  name  of  Henry  P.  Burns,  for  three 
years,  in  Company  M,  Fifth  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  antl  served  therein 
until  June  26,  18()5,  when  he  was  nmstered  out  and  honorably  discharged  the 
service  with  said  comj>any.  He  was  pensioned  under  the  provi>ions  of  the  gen- 
eral i)ension  law  for  an  injury  to  head  and  back,  incurred  in  July,  1864,  during 
his  second  term  of  enlistment.  On  February  9, 1897,  he  was  drop])ed  from  the 
rolls  ))ecause  of  his  desertion  from  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volun- 
teer Infantry:  Held,  That  appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B, 
Tliirty-fifth  New  York  Volunteer  Infantry,  having  expired  l)y  limitation  long 
prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the  injury  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense 
of  desertion  tenninated  with  said  contract  of  enlistment,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
incurrence  of  said  injury  he  was  no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  c:f  mil- 
itary duty  under  his  second  enlistment,  and  occupied  a  innisionable  status,  and 
the  action  dropping  him  from  the  rolls  because  of  <lesertion  from  his  first  ser\'- 
ice  was  error.     (See  case  of  John  Norton,  9  P.  I).,  882.) 

Henry  F. ,  alias  Patrick  H.  Bums 332 

5.  A  soldier  is  pensionable  for  a  disability  incurred  sul>se(iuent  to  the  expiration,  by 

limitation,  of  a  term  of  enlistment  from  which  he  had  deserted  and  was  never 
discharged,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  second  contract  of  eidistment  was 
entered  into  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  first  term  of  enlistment,  provided  said 
second  term  of  enlistment  be  faithfully  performed  and  completed,  and  l)e  not 
avoided  by  the  United  States. 

Henry  P.J  alias  Patrick  H.  Burm m2 

DESERTED  WIFE. 

See  Division*  of  Pension,  A(t  M.\rch  3,  1899. 

DIFPICUIiTY  AND  THOUBIjE. 

vSee  Appe.vl,  510. 

DISABILITT. 

See  also  Increase,  51;  Orkjin,  329;  Practuk,  455;  Rbr.\tin(;,  299. 

Age  not  per  se  a  Biiability. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  claimant  has  attaine<l  the  age  of  ()5  years  does  not  entitle 'him  to 

pension,  perse,  under  section  2  of  theact«)f  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  his 
mental  or  physical  condition,  and  such  was  not  the  view  expressed  in  the  case 
of  Francis  Frank  (9  P.  D.,  68) ;  but  the  evidence  in  this  case  disclosing  the  fact 
that  claimant  is  by  trade  a  pattern  maker,  and  that  by  rea.son  of  age,  disease 
of  heart,  limitation  of  motion  in  knee  and  shoulder,  enlarged  veins  of  leg,  and 
stiffness  and  limitation  and  atrophy  of  hand  he  isunable  to  follow  said  occupa- 
tion, the  action  rejecting  his  claim  was  error,  and  is  reversed.  (Charles 
Stone,  8  P.  D.,  477,  and  William  Featherly,  9  P.  D.,  106.) 

./.  Xo!/w  \yill 179 

Came  of  Biiability. 

2.  The  certificate  of  me<lical  examination,  made  under  api>ellant's  claim  for  increase, 

shows  that  his  loss  of  vision  in  l)oth  eyes  is  due  to  intraocular  changes  cause<l 
by  a  high  degree  of  myopia,  which  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  his  military 
service. 

Adolph  Becker 185 
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Degree  of  BlMbiUty— Aet  June  27,  1890. 

3.  The  fact  that  the  claimant  was  not  disabled  in  a  penfdonable  degree  from  the 

cauaefl  alleged  is  not  a  good  ground  for  rejecting  his  claim  under  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  it  appears  that  he  was  to  disabled  fi\»m 
other  causes  not  allegeil. 

Arc^tt  C.  Mlnfreif . 38 

4.  Appellant's  disability,  resulting  from  disease  of  left  foot  and  leg,  evidenced  by 

marke<l  swelling  of  entire  left  lower  extremity  in  markerl  contrast  \\-itl3  its 
fellow,  simulating  elephantiasis,  due  to  local  edema,  riglit  thijrh  measuring 
17  jnche*',  left  18|  inches;  right  lower  thigh  15  inches,  left  16  inche<;  knees 
15  in<'ht*8;  right  calf  12,  and  left  17  inches;  right  ankle  9  inches,  left  lo;  right 
art^h  of  f<>ot  8 J,  and  left  10  inches,  existing  in  a  degree  rendering  him  unable 
to  earn  a  support,  he  was  entitled  to  a  rate  of  ?512  per  month  from  October  26, 
1899,  and  action  is  reversed. 

Lee  K.  Janney --.---....••....—... 505 

DISEASE  OF  HEABT. 

See  pATHdUKJiCAii  Seqi-ence,  462. 
DI8CHABGE. 

See  also  Pkath  Cauhe,  440;  Skrvick,  206. 

1.  In  1891  |)ens'ion  was  all<.)wed  under  the  act  of  Jime  27,  1890,  when  the  practice 
reciuired  cmlyafinal  hon oral )le  discharge  from  the  sen'ice;  therefore  the  de!*<*r- 
tion  of  an  applicant  f.>r  i>ensio:i  under  said  a<'t  from  his  first  ser\-ice  -^-as  no  liar 
to  pension.  The  practice  Jiaviiig  l:)een  changed  s-o  as  to  require  an  honorable 
diK'harge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  i)erformed  during  tlie  war  of  the 
rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  properly  droi)peil  from  the  rolls  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  deserter. 

Jerome  Woodin^  alifm  J'^-ank  Allen .-..-—••.•••••..••.........-  13 

DISIiOTAIiTY. 

Ban  Pajment  of  Acomed  Pension. 

1.  Pension  having  erroneously  l)een  granted  to  the  soldier  imderthe  act  of  June 27, 

1890,  he  having  aided  and  abetted  the  late  rel>ellion  against  the  authority  of 
the  United  States,  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  positively  prohibits  the  jiay- 
ment  of  the  pension  that  may  have  accrued  to  him  to  the  date  of  liis  death  to 
his  widow. 

Annayf.   ]ruMr  (indotr) 241 

Facts  Showing  Disloyalty. 

2.  Claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Andersonville,  Ga,,  having  enlisted  in  the 

Confederate  service  in  February,  1865,  is  barred  from  pension  by  reason  of  the 
pr<A'isions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  his  allega- 
tion (uncorn)borate<l)  that  his  enlistment  was  merely  a  subterfuge  to  enable 
him  to  escape  to  the  Union  lines,  which  he  did  in  April,  1865,  it  being  held 
that  said  enlistment  and  serN-ice  was  voluntary'.  (MiloB.  Ousterhout,  7  P.  D., 
270.) 

(Jliarh's  F.  M.  Ciaeritneii .. 64 

Facts  not  Chowing  Disloyalty. 

3.  The  record  shows  claimant  ii'  '* transferred"  to  Colonel  O'Neill  from  Anderson- 

ville, (ia.,  a  rc'>el  recruiting  offi(H?r.  There  is  no  record  or  evidence  in  the 
case  of  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  States  Army  or  of  any  act  on  claimant's 
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part  of  aiding  or  abetting  the  rebellion:  Held,  The  action  of  dropping  was 
unlawful.  One  has  an  undoubted  right  to  escape  the  rigors  of  prison  life  in 
any  way  that  presents  itself,  as  well  outside  as  inside  the  prison,  if  in  so  doing 
he  does  not  aid  or  abet  the  enemy.  The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Milo  Ousterhout 
(7  P.  D.,  270)  is  not  in  conflict  with  such  doctrine. 

JohnIL  KimbaU 124 

4.  Volunteering  to  build  larger  stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  T'liion 

prisoners  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  the  rebellion. 
The  record  showing  the  transfer  of  a  Union  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel 
recruiting  oflBcer,  will  not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confed- 
erate Army,  but  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the 
rebellion;  but  the  proof  in  this  case  showing  that  claimant  neither  enlisted  in 
the  Confederate  Army  nor  performed  service  of  any  kind  in  aid  of  such  rebel- 
lion, such  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion  against  the  author- 
ity of  the  United  States  is  rebutted,  and  the  decision  in  this  case  of  October  10, 
1900,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  cases  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270);  Russel 
S.  Cole  (4  P.  D.,  141);  John  S.  McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369);  William  Hedgspeth  (1 
P.  D.,  245),  and  Charles  F.  M.  Guernsey  (11  P.  D.,  64). 

JohnH.  KimbaU •-..  136 

5.  The  testimony  filed  by  the  claimant  tending  to  show  that  he  did  not  voluntarily 

engage  in  or  aid  or  abet  the  late  rebellion,  special  examination  is  directed  in 
order  to  satisfactorily  and  fully  determine  the  facts,  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  showing  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  service  and  desertion  two 
months,  probably,  later. 

LewiH  Riddle 252 

6.  A  prisoner  of  war  who,  while  under  actual  duress  and  in  well-grounded  fear  of 

his  life,  is  forced  by  his  captors  to  engage  in  mounting  field  guns  and  building 
fortifications  for  the  use  of  such  captors  in  active  hostile  operations,  and  is  dis- 
abled while  so  engaged,  without  any  free  will  on  his  part  in  such  disloyal 
participation,  is  pensionable  on  account  of  such  disability. 

Lorenzo  Prueit 290 

7.  The  record  of  the  W^ar  Department  showing  that  claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of 

war  in  Andersonville,  Ga.,  in  February,  1865,  was  "transferred  to  Colonel 
O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  oflScer,"  in  the  absence  of  proof  showing  enlistment 
in  the  rebel  army  or  performance  of  service  therein,  does  not  establish  the 
fact  that  he  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States. 

James  H.  Rainey 327 

DIVISION  OF  PENSION,  ACT  MABCH  8,  1899. 

See  also  Constructiox,  77  and  90. 
Conitraetioii  of  Act. 
1.  To  entitle  the  deserted  wife  of  an  invalid  pensioner  to  receive  one-half  the  pen- 
sion of  her  husband  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  >Iarch  3,  1899,  it  must 
appear  that  she  has  been  deserted  by  said  pensioner  for  a  period  of  over  six 
months  subseciuent  to  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  said  act  being  wholly 
prospective  and  not  retroactive  in  its  operation  and  character.  (See  case  of 
Mary  Ann  Rothery  r.  Henry  N.  Rothery,  11  P.  D.,  77.)  The  application  of 
Catharine  Richards  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  for  one-half  the  pension  of 
this  appellant,  James  J.  Richards,  having  been  filed  in  the  Pension  Bureau 
on  April  15,  1899,  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  paasage  of  said 
act,  was  premature,  ineffective,  and  \oid,  no  legal  rights  whatever  having 
accrued  to  her  on  said  date  under  the  provirions  of  said  act. 

Catharine  Richards  v.  James  J,  Richards crg+tee^  tey  Vt^QjO-Q-l^O 
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2.  Tin-  wunl  (lt'«'rtii)ii  in  tho  swi  of  Mart'h  3,  1809,  is  us«ed  in  its  general  legal  sense 

ami  iiK-ans  tlu*  willful  withilrawal  of  the  iH*iu«ioner  from  his*  wife,  or  his  vol- 
untary n*!u>4il  t<»  renew  a  pusjiemleil  cohahitation  without  legal  jiistificatiun. 
Kothory  r.  Rothery  (II  P.  I).,  77);  Kii-hanls  r.  Richanls  ^i^"*-  90);  Henry  N. 
KothiTy  ^il>i<l.,  2.V>).  The  evidence  in  this  t-ase  nhows  that  i^ensioner  did  not 
willfully  <leM*rt  claimant,  but  that  hin  t»ei»arati4)n  from  his  wife  is  due  to  her 
own  c<»ndu«-t  towanl  him,  an<l  is  in  ai-cordance  with  her  wish. 

}fa  nj  .  i .  Ixotht'rtf  r.  J  fen  rtj  X  Hothery 377 

Hotioa  of  Appeal. 

3.  In  cases  of  contest  over  the  tlivision  i»f  jxinsion  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1^9, 

the  ai)i>elU*e  is  entitltnl  to  notice  of  the  apjieal  and  a  copy  thereof  and  reaa*>n- 
able  time  in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  argument  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action 
aj>i>ealed  from. 

Kmily  KUia  v.  lAtntj  KUif i^ 

Peniion  XTnlawfiilly  Withheld. 

4.  It  having  lieen  de<'ide<l  that  upon  a  i>roi)er  construction  of  the  law  and  upon  the 

evidence  in  the  case  the  division  of  the  pension  and  the  jwiyment  to  the  wife 
of  this  jH^nsioner,  by  virtue  of  the  a(*t  nanied,  were  erroneous  and  without 
pro|»er  warrant  of  law,  the  refusal  to  restore  to  him  the  amount  of  which  he 
was  depriveil  is  likewise  illegal,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  amount  shall  be 
paid  to  him. 

Ilenrtj  X  ItoOienj 255 

Feniioner's  Beiertion  of  hii  Wife. 

5.  It  api)earing  from  soldier's  own  testimony  that  he  deserted  his  wife  and  that  she 

was  a  woman  of  good  moral  chara(;ter;  and  it  further  ap])earing  that  said  wife 
is  in  necessitous  circumstances,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  in  paying 
to  said  wife  cme-half  of  the  pension  he  was  drawing  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 

Mary  C,  Shfjfe  (iridmi') 260 

Feniioner  Bivoroed. 

6.  It  appearing  from  a  tluly  certified  copy  of  the  court  record  that  pensioner  was 

divorced  from  the  claimant,  who  seeks  a  division  of  his  ])en8ion  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1899,  prior  to  filing  such  claim,  the  record  also  showing  that  said 
court  acquired  jurisdiction  over  said  alleged  deserted  wife  in  the  suit  for  said 
divorce,  she  was  not  pensioner's  wife  antl  is  not  entitled  to  receive  one-half  of 
his  pen.sion. 

Elizn  McKee  v.  Jame*  If.  McKer 494 

DIVORCE. 

Sec  Dkchek,  4f«>;  Division  ok  Pknsiox,  494;  .Tirisoution,  226  ani>  406;  Marriage, 

271  Axn  4H8. 

DBOPPINa. 

StV    DUSERTIOX.    362. 

DUKESS. 

1.  A  prisoner  of  war  who,  while  under  actual  duress  and  in  well-grounded  fear  of 
his  life,  is  forces  I  by  his  captors  to  engage  in  mounting  field  guns  and  building 
fortifications  for  the  use  of  such  captors  in  active  hostile  operations,  and  is 
disabled  while  ho  engagetl,  without  any  free  will  on  his  part  in  such  disloyal 
participation,  is  iH'nsi<mable  on  account  of  such  disability. 

Loreii zn  Pruett 290 
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EMANCIPATION  PBOCULMATION. 

1.  Appellant,  prior  to  the  time  of  her  alleged  marriage  Xo  ^^ol«lie^,  marrie<l  one 
William  Norris,  in  18(>4,  who  was  at  the  time  a  poldier  in  the  Ignited  States 
Army,  stationed  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  in  territory  in  possession  of  the  I'nited 
States  forces,  in  which  the  Presi<lent's  emancipation  proclamation  of  January 
1,  1863,  was  effective,  and  claimant  was  also  in  said  territory,  serving  with  the 
United  States  forces  as  laundress,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  being  performed 
by  the  chaplain  of  soldier's  regiment.  As  it  is  shown  that  said  Norris  was 
still  li\dng  at  the  time  of  claimant's  aliened  marriage  to  Smith,  and  no  divorce 
being  shown,  said  marriage  was  void. 

Rose  E.y  alleged  indnv  ofhrael  Smith 443 

ENLISTMENT. 

See  Service,  240. 

ESTOPPEL. 

Siddenee.    Former  Statements. 

1.  The  claimant  is  shown  to  have  separated  from  the  soldier  shortly  after  his  return 

from  the  Army,  and  in  1866  (while  the  soldier  was  still  living)  married  one 
A.  J.  Pebbles,  with  whom  she  Hved  until  he  abandoned  her  in  1880.  The  soldier 
died  in  1871.  She  alleged  that  she  had  heard  that  the  soldier  was  dead  before 
she  married  Pebbles,  but  learned  that  he  was  alive  some  time  afterwards — 
about  a  year  before  his  death:  Ileld^  That  by  her  marriage  to  Pebbles  in  1866 
and  8ub9e<iuent  conduct  she  is  estopped  from  claiming  pension  as  the  widow 
of  the  soldier. 

Phehe  A  u n  Coburt} ,  7iow  Robbhis  ( alleged  vidoir) ,.  403 

2.  Claimant  herein  swore,  in  1864,  that  soldier  was  married  to  one  Sarah  Hutch- 

inson, and  that  she  was  present  at  the  ceremony.  By  reason  of  such  state- 
ments, the  Government  granted  pension  to  said  Sarah  and  paid  it  to  her 
during  her  lifetime,  and  thereafter  to  her  children  during  their  pensionable 
minority:  Heldy  Claimant  is  estopped  from  now  setting  up  the  fact  that  she, 
and  not  Sarah,  was  the  wife. 

Clara  3/.  Bennett^  alleged  widow  of  William  M.  Covert 195 

EVIDENCE. 

See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  473  and  503;  Disloyalty,  124,  136,  327;  Division  op 
Pension,  377;  Estoppel,  195;  Fee,  215;  Fraud  and  Mistake,  200;  Increase,  51; 
Incurrence,  516;  Jurlsdiction,  406  and  420;  Line  of  Duty,  84  and  191;  Marri- 
age, 66,  131,  139,  144,  158,  181,  204,  212,  234,  320,  339,  427,  443;  Notice,  523  and 
524;  Pathological  Sequence,  388;  Reimbursement,  308;  Rerating,  299. 
Attorney,  Presamption  as  to. 

1.  Aft«r  the  \&pae  of  several  years  from  the  date  of  an  action  of  the  Bureau  adjudg- 

ing that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee,  it  will  be  presumed,  when  it  appears 
that  said  attorney  performed  the  material  service  necessary  to  earn  a  fee,  that 
he  observed  the  rules  of  practit-e  as  regards  mere  formal  ser\dce. 

Edward  W.Stephens 215 

Death,  Presnxnption  as  to. 

2.  The  soldier  abandoned  his  family  in  1882  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  with- 

out any  warning  or  previous  intimation  of  his  purpose,  and  remained  in  said 
city  for  two  years  thereafter  without  communicating  with  his  wife,  his  mother, 
or  other  relatives:  Ileldj  That  his  abj^ence  from  his  home  and  family  is  not 
unexplained,  and  that  there  in  no  rea-^on  for  presuming  his  death. 

Afary  E,  Burke  {alleged  widow) 197 
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3.  (Maiuiant'H  first  huflband  left  her  about  the  year  1856,  without  any  ortensible 

reaj*on  except  to  go  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  has  never  been  heard  of  by  his 
relatives  and  friendn  since.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  ca^e  that  would  justify 
the  conclusion  that  said  husband  intended  to  forsake,  renounce,  or  rellnqukh 
his  concern  or  interest  for  said  claimant,  and  it  is  held  that  under  the  act  of 
March  13, 1896,  the  facts  warrant  the  presumption  that  said  firnt  husband  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to  soldier,  ten  years  after  the  <iepart- 
ure  of  said  first  hunband,  and  that  said  marriage  was  valid  and  she  is  his  legal 
widow. 

4.  Where  no  record  of  deaths  is  in  existence  in  a  particular  jurisdiction,  testimony 

of  two  cre<Hble  witnesses  as  to  the  date  of  death  of  a  person,  gi\'ing  good  rea- 
soHH  for  fixing  a  certain  <late  as  the  date  of  such  person's  death,  will  he  accepted 
as  sufficient  proof  of  the  date  thereof. 

Wesley  Buckler  et  al,  (minom) 234 

5.  The  date  of  the  soldier's  death  being  material  in  a  claim  by  an  alleged  widow  for 

his  accrue<l  pension,  it  must  he  satisfactorily  established  by  distinct  proof,  and 
may  not  be  established  by  general  presumption  merely,  under  the  rule  as  to 
presumption  of  death  from  seven  years*  unexplained  absence.  (Davie  r. 
Briggs,  97U.  S.,  628.) 

Mary  /.  Schrater  ( iridmr) 501 

Life,  Pretumption  at  to. 

6.  The  claimant  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  according  to 

the  law  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  wife  from  the 
marriage  to  the  date  of  his  death  sixteen  years  afterwards,  her  pensionable 
status  waM  established.  A  mere  presumption  of  life  of  a  prior  husband  can 
not  prevail  against  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  jjarties  who  enter  the 
marriage  relation  a<x*ording  to  legal  forms. 

EMher  A.  Palmer  (indoiv) i 320 

Disloyalty,  Proof  at  to. 

7.  The  rwonl  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  claimant,  while  a  jmsoner  of 

war  in  Andersonville,  Ga.,  in  February,  1865,  was  **transferre<l  to  Colonel 
O'Neill,  relK»l  recruiting  officer,'*  in  the  absence  of  proof  showing  enlistment 
in  the  rebel  army  or  performance  of  8er\'ice  therein,  does  not  establish  the 
fact  that  he  ai(ie<l  or  al)etted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
I'nited  States. 

James  H,  Hahwt/ 327 

8.  Volunteering  to  build  larger  stockades  for  the  better  accommodation  of  Union 

prisoners  was  not  volunteering  to  aid  the  rebellion.  The  rei'ord  showing  the 
transfer  of  a  IJuion  prisoner  to  Colonel  O'Neill,  rebel  recruiting  officer,  will 
not  raise  a  presumption  of  an  enlistment  in  the  Confederate  army,  but  is  suffi- 
cient to  raise  a  presumption  of  aiding  and  abetting  the  rebellion;  but  the  proof 
in  this  case  showing  that  claimant  neither  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army 
nor  i)erforined  service  of  any  kind  in  aid  of  such  rebellion;  such  presumption 
of  aiding  ami  abetting  the  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  Statt»8 
is  rebutted,  and  the  <lecision  in  this  t^ase  of  October  10,  1900,  is  not  in  c*onflict 
with  the  cases  of  :Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  Russel  S.  Cole  (4  P.  D.,  141 ), 
John  S.  McCoy  (5  P.  D.,  369),  William  Hedgspeth  (1  P.  D.,  245),  and  Charles 
F.  M.  (Guernsey  (11  P.D.,64). 

John  IL  Kimball 136 

Estoppel. 

9.  Claimant  herein  swore  in  1864  that  soldier  was  married  to  one  Sarah  Hutchin- 

son, and  that  she  was  present  at  the  ceremony.  By  reason  of  such  statements 
the  Government  granted  pension  to  said  Sarah  and  paid  it  to  her  during  her  life- 
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time  and  thereafter  to  her  children  during  their  i)en8ionahIe  minority:  Held, 
Claimant  is  estopped  from  now  setting  up  the  fact  that  she,  and  not  Sarah, 
waj*  the  wife. 

Clara  M.  Bennett  (alleged  iridow  of  William  Jf.  Covert) 195 

Divorce,  Presumption  as  to. 

10.  Soldier  married  Martha  Pinkney  in  1841,  and  they  lived  together  as  hushand 

and  wife  until*  a  short  time  before  the  civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her. 
He  married  claimant  in  June,  1871,  and  also  had  a  second  marriage  ceremony 
perfonned  in  1888.  Martha,  the  first  wife,  d!e<l  June  22,  1897,  and  the  soldier 
died  November  30,  1897.  No  evidence  of  a  liivorce  between  soldier  and  his 
first  wife,  Martha,  is  shown,  but  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  is,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  said  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife 
at  the  time  of  his  second  marriage  to  claimant.  (Citing  Jennette  Burton, 
9  P.  D.,  31;  Hull  r.  Rawles,  26  Miss.,  471;  Holmes  r.  Holmes,  6  Ia.,  463; 
Blanchard  v.  Lambert  etal.,  43  Iowa,  228;  Carroll  r.  Carroll  et  al.,  20  Texas, 
731,  and  Patterson  r.  Gaines,  6  Howard,  550. ) 

Louisa  C.  Germain  ( mdoiv) 66 

11.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  decisions  in  the  Germain  and  Orr  cases.     In  the 

Germain  case  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  was,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary,  that  soldier  had  ))een  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the  time  of  his 
second  marriage  to  the  claimant,  but  such  presumption  is  rebuttable.  In  the 
Orr  case  the  presumption  of  divorce  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence  of  the  first 
wife  and  the  records  of  the  court  showing  that  no  divorce  had  been  pnxnired 
as  claimed. 

Louisa  C.  (iennain  and  Mary  C.  Orr 131 

Marriage,  Presumptioii  as  to. 

12.  The  claimant  married  the  soldier  in  1883,  in  the  State  of  Illinois.     Her  former 

husl)and  had  been  absent  for  a  period  much  greater  than  seven  years.  His 
al)8ence  was  continuous  and  unexplained,  and  no  intelligence  of  his  existence 
has  ever  been  received:  Held,  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
the  second  marriage. 

}farif  ( 'ohurn  {vldow) 43 

13.  There  Ijeing  nothing  whatever  in  the  evi<lence  tending  to  show  this  soldier  was 

ever  married  prior  to  his  formal  marriage  to  claimant  in  1886,  at  which  time 
he  was  66  years  of  age,  and  the  testimony  showing  that  from  the  time  of  his 
discharge  from  service  in  1864  until  such  marriage  he  was  always  considerecl 
a  single  man,  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  must  l)i»  presumtnl  to  have  been  valid, 
and  the  bunien  of  proof  of  its  invalidity  is  upon  the  (rovernment. 

Au<ju8ta  M.  Kffuchwitz  ( fridov) 102 

14.  The  claimant  Ixjing  unable  to  prove  by  the  testimony  of  pers(mal  actjuaintances 

that  she  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  or  to  furnish 
any  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife  except  a  sworn  statement 
made  by  the  soldier  himself  less  than  a  year  l)efore  his  death,  but  all  the  known 
facts,  as  well  as  the  jiresumptions  of  law,  being  favorable  to  the  validity  of  her 
said  marriage,  it  is  held  to  have  l)een  a  valid  marriage. 

Mary  M.  A.  Wood  [indow) 158 

15.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  had,  at  the  time  of  his  formal  marriage  to 

this  claimant  in  1874,  a  living  and  undivorced  former  wife,  who  died  in  1892, 
having  been  insane  since  1860:  Heldy  Said  marriage  in  1874  was  invalid  and 
void,  and  a  valid  marriage  subsequent  to  the  death  of  his  lawful  wife  in  1892, 
his  own  death  occurring  in  1896,  is  not  presumable  from  the  circumstances 
shown. 

Elizabeth  Hender»on  ( alleged  widow) 204 
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It).  Th«T»'  N'iiii:  n«»  pnK>f  or  factn  warranting  the  preMimption  of  a  prior  niarria?^  by 
th«*  !-4»liiuT.  aij«l  the  nn<lisjmte<l  ovi<i<'n<-e  sliowinjr  that  claimant  and  s^^Mier 
liveil  an«l  rohahit»-<l  together  a.-  man  an<l  wife  for  eleven  years  in  the  State  of 
I^fuisiana,  the  law  of  that  State  would  presume  them  married.  an<i  the  claim- 
ant ir  then-fore  entitle<l  to  j)enHi(m  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Ml nii'i    \]'ihoii   (  trifloir ) ;i'>y 

Karriage,  Proof  of.  under  Bection  4706,  B.  B. 

17.  A  <-iaimant  wlio  relies  np<m  the  nile  of  evidence  pnmded  in  fseotion  47()o.  Re- 

vis<'d  Statutt*H,  must  sliow  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  <iate  of 
enlistment,  when  the  latter  tiiwl  in  the  ger\'ioe,  or,  if  otherwise,  that  she  lived 
with  him  uf>  to  the  date  (►f  death. 

Lunndit  Ilarrig  ( niUged  iridow  i ^ 181 

Marriage,  Proof  of,  in  Oregon. 

18.  I'mler  the  civil  crxle  of  Oregon,  a^  c-tmHtrued  in  the  case  of  Murray  r.  Murray 

(H  Or.,  26),  "when  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living 
together  and  cohabiting  a*»  man  and  wife,  and  are  in  the  community  reputed 
and  received  in  society  as  such,  it  is  sufficient  prima  facie  to  prove  the  marriage 
in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding." 

Sfirah  E.  Mnnirell  ( widow  \ 427 

Marriage,  Sufficient  Proof  of. 

19.  Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  evidence  of  a  ceremony  and 

cohabitation.  The  only  evidence  of  a  prior  marriage  is  the  testimony  of  his 
sister  and  a  friend,  to  whom  he  wrote  or  disclosed  that  he  had  married  a  girl 
in  a  sea{X)rt  while  he  was  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  sailor.  His  mere  declara- 
tion, without  other  prcK)f,  is  not  competent  to  establish  such  a  marriage  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  rights  of  this  claimant,  and  on  this  point  her  legal  widow- 
liooil  is  considered  established. 

Carrir  Ppternon  ( indow) 139 

20.  ApjKillant  was  married  to  one  David  King  in  1852,  in  Scotland.     Between  1855 

and  1856  said  King  came  to  the  United  States,  leaving  his  wife  in  Scotland; 
thereafter  he  sent  for  her,  and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  him  in  Cohoes,  X.  Y., 
where  they  lived  as  man  and  wife  until  October  of  that  year,  when,  on  accoont 
of  the  closing  of  the  mill  in  which  he  was  employed,  he  left  home  for  the  por^ 
pose  of  procuring  work  and  has  never  been  seen  or  heard  from  sinoe  by  appel- 
lant. In  December,  1865,  claimant  married  Jamee  Notman.  who  died  May 
26,  li^92,  leaving  her  without  property  or  means  of  support:  Held,  That  claim- 
ant wa«  the  legal  widow  of  James  Notman  under  the  laws  of  New  York,  and 
that  her  <>laim  as  such  is  sufficiently  proved  under  the  lawas8tate<i  in  theca^ie 
of  Davie  r.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  and  that  under  the  evidence  she  is  entitled 
to  pension  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Notman  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
The  cases  of  l^vinchia  1^.  Salisbury  (7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spicer  r.  Spicer  (16 
A>)b.  Prac.  Rept*t. )  referred  to  and  distinguished. 

Afuiie  Xotman  ( widow) ....  212 

Hotice,  How  Proved. 

21.  Due  proof  of  service  may  l>e  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the 

appellee  or  her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt,  signeii  by  the  appellee 
or  her  attorney,  and  forwardeil  by  the  api>ellant  or  his  attorney  with  an  affi- 
davit that  on  a  certain  day  a  copy  of  the  ap[)eal  or  proposed  appeal  has  been 
mailed  in  a  rc»gistered  letter,  postimid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  i^rtain  named  jK*st- 
otlice,  naming  it,  and  that  the  card  was  returned  in  acknowledgment  of  the 
receipt  of  such  letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  ilay  and  plaiv 
a  copy  of  the  appeal  was  personally  delivered  to  the  api>ellee  or  her  attorney 
of  n»conl. 
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22.  An  affida\nt  stating  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  attached  thereto  had  been  sent 

through  the  mail  to  the  address  of  the  claimant  as  given  by  the  Pension 
Bureau  is  not  due  proof  of  service  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  should  show  that 
the  same  was  mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registry  receipt 
attached  to  such  proof  was  the  receipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a 
true,  full,  and  complete  copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  appeal. 

Eliza  J,  Conorer  t\  William  Conorer 524 

Of  Family  Fhysioians  ▼.  Opinion  of  Kedieal  Beferee. 

23.  It  is  contended  in  a  motion  for  the  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of 

August  11,  1900,  In  the  case  at  Imr,  that  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Charles  F.  Brown  (3  P.  D.,  92),  and  in  the  case  of  Minnie  Shuttle- 
worth  (3  P.  D.,  50),  respectively,  should  govern  in  this  case:  Heldf  That  in  the 
rules  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited — to  the  effect  that  the  medical  referee's  opinion 
must  "have  some  evidence  to  support  it,  and  some  facts  proven  upon  w^hich  to 
base  it,'*  before  it  can  be  accepted  in  preference  to  "the  diagnosis  made  and 
the  opinion  expressed"  by  the  attending  physician  of  a  soldier  in  his  last  ill- 
ness as  to  the  actual  cause  of  the  latter* s  death — it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Department  to  place  any  restrictions  upon  the  official  acts  of  the  medical 
officers  of  the  Bureau  which  should  not  equally  apply  Ui  the  medical  evidence 
filed  in  such  cases,  and  that  inasmuch  as  no  other  good  or  sufficient  reason  is 
shown  why  former  departmental  action  in  the  premises  should  be  receded 
from  the  pending  motion  in  the  case  is  overruled. 

Margaret  Lalone  {widow) 301 

Prior  Service,  Presumption  as  to. 

24.  The  rejection  of  the  claim  on  the  ground  of  claimant's  inability  to  prove  that 

the  soldier  was  not  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  prior 
or  subse^iuent  to  the  term  of  service  on  which  said  claim  is  based,  when  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  and  reasonable  inference  from  known  facts  are  against 
the  probability  that  the  soldier  was  in  the  service  at  any  other  time  than  as 
stated,  was  error,  as  the  claimaint  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  any  remain- 
ing doubt  on  that  point. 

Johanna  Dorgan  (widow) 437 

Prior  Soundness,  Presumption  as  to. 

25.  When  prior  soundness  is  shown,  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  that  the 

injury  was  sustained  in  the  service  is  furnished,  there  l:)eing  no  circumstances 
which  would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty, 
and  such  injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

WilliamD.  MitcheU '. 84 

Becord,  Bebuttal  of. 

26.  The  evidence  to  overcome  a  positive  adverse  record  made  from  statements  of  a 

claimant  should  be  clear  and  c(mvincing. 

Ransom  J.  Ch^mf 483 

Vicious  Habits,  Presumption  as  to. 

27.  Vicious  habits  can  not  be  presumed  in  case  of  an  injury  unless  there  is  some- 

thing concerning  the  nature  or  character  of  the  injury  which  warrants  such  a 
presumption,  or  unless  the  evidence  shows  certain  facts  which  are  sufficient  to 
raise  such  a  presumption.  AVhere  neither  the  nature  of  the  injury  nor  the 
evidence  adduced  raises  such  a  presumption,  the  testimony  of  two  credible 
witnesses  to  the  effect  that  the  claimant  is  now  a  man  of  good  habits,  and  that 
they  do  not  believe,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the  said  injury  was 
due  to  vicious  habits,  will  Ixj  considered  as  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements 

P.  D — VOL.  11 35  *^ 
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of  the  statute,  provided,  alwavR,  that  the  claimant  is  a  man  of  good  repute  for 
veracity,  and  that  he  shows  that  no  better  evidence  is  obtainable  by  him. 

Benjamin  F.  Peterman 344 

SXAMZNINa  SXTRGEONS. 

See  Aid  and  Attendance,  50:i;  Rate,  317. 

EXECUTION. 

See  Declaration,  210. 

EXPEBTS. 

See  Jurisdiction,  348. 

FEE. 

See  also  Fee  Aoreements;  Attorneys,  49, 490,  and  492;  Dependent  Parents,  247. 

Dependent  Parent's  Claims. 

1.  An  applicant  for  a  dependent  parent's  pension  may,  if  he  or  she  so  elects,  make 

and  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes, 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  So 
much  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Darling  (10  P.  D.,  244  and  299) 
as  denies  the  existence  of  such  a  right  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  oi 
June  27,  1890,  is  overniled. 

KaJthryne  A.  Ralcliffe  {mother) 171 

2.  Where  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  filed  and  prosecuted  wholly  under  section 

4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  calls  were  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  for 
evidence  of  dependence  at  the  date  of  the  soldier  son's  death,  and  the  proof 
furnished  establishes  dependence  at  date  of  soldier's  death,  and  the  pro^Tsions 
of  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  have  in  no  manner  been  invoked,  it  is 
error  to  issue  the  certificate,  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  under  section 
4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  In  such  a  case  the  attorneys  prosecuting  the  claim  should  be  certified 
such  fee  as  agreed  upon,  evidenced  by  properly  executed  duplicate  fee  agree- 
ments filed  in  the  claim,  not  exceeding  $25. 

Kathrina  Blitch  (mother) 247 

3.  Under  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  fee  of  but  $10  can  be  paid 

an  attorney  for  services  in  a  claim  filed  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  said  act; 
and  the  question  as  to  whether  a  dependent  parent's  claim  was  properly  granted 
under  the  provisions  of  section  I  of  said  ac^t  can  not  be  decided  upon  appeal  as 
to  a  question  of  fee,  but  the  remedy  must  be  sought  in  an  application  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  for  a  read  judication  of  a  claim  and  a  reissue  under 
the  general  law  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  first  section  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890. 

Mary  Horan  ( mother) 514 

Material  Service,  Presumption  as  to. 

4.  After  the  lapse  of  several  years  trom  the  date  of  an  action  of  the  Bureau  adjudg- 

ing that  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee,  it  will  \ye  presumed,  when  it  appears 
that  said  attorney  perfonned  the  material  service  necessary  to  earn  a  fee,  that 
he  observed  the  rules  of  practice  as  regards  mere  formal  service. 

EdwardW.  Stephens 215 

Kerit  and  Fee  Appeal. 

5.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a"  claim  for  ])en8ion  upon  its  merits  can  not  be 

reviewed  upon  appeal  from  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

James  Hugheff  (father) ,,^„,,,,^^^^^   ^_  325 
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Minor's  Claim,  Whole  Fee  to  be  paid. 

6.  In  a  minor's  claim  for  pension,  when,  upon  issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension, 

payment  of  the  share  of  one  claimant  is  withheld  under  the  instructions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  dated  January  14,  1901,  the  entire  fee  of  the  attorney 
prosecuting  the  case  shall  he  paid  pro  rata  from  the  shares  of  the  other  claim- 
ants to  whom  pension  is  paid  upon  and  at  the  time  of  said  issue. 

Minors  of  David  O,  MUler 496 

Ko  Fond — Ho  Pee. 

7.  Where  there  is  no  fund  from  which  a  fee  can  Ije  paid,  a<^ti(>n  refusing  to  certify  a 

fee  is  proper. 

Annie  C.  Cashner  (midwr) 149 

Prima  Paoie  Case. 

8.  Where  an  attorney  has  prima  facie  established  a  claim  for  pension,  and  no  call 

for  additional  evidence  has  Ixjen  made,  he  has  earned  the  fee,  though  suljse- 
quently  to  his  death  another  attorney  filed  evidence  for  which  the  Bureau 
could  have  issued  a  call. 

Annie  E.  Myers  {midmv ) 392 

Berating. 

9.  In  the  absence  of  valid  fee  agreements,  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  a  fee  of  $10  for 

his  services  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  a  claim  for  rerating. 

Samuel  Bennison  {claimant) 202 

FEE  AGREEMENTS. 

See  also  Appeal,  519;  Fee,  202  and  514;  Practice,  325. 

Inerease— Act  June  87,  1890. 

1.  The  fee  in  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  regardless  of  the 

cause  upon  which  said  claim  is  based,  is  governed  by  the  fourth  proviso  of  the 
pension  appropriation  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  can  not  exceed  $2. 

JohnH,  Afflerhach 508 

Minor  Contesting  against  Minors. 

2.  A  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  in  behalf  of  one  as  minor  child  of  a 

soldier,  when  antagonistic  to  a  claim  in  behalf  of  others  as  minor  children  of 
the  same  soldier  to  whom  the  entire  pension  has  been  paid,  is  an  original  claim 
for  pension  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  when  valid  fee 
agreements  are  filed  in  such  a  claim  the  law  directs  that  they  shall  be  recognized. 

Minor  of  Henry  Elberson  (claimant) 150 

Befasal  to  Beoogniie  Agreements  by  Commissioner. 

3.  Upon  appeal  the  papers  in  a  claim  will  not  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether 

the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  properly  refused  to  recognize  articles  of  agree- 
ment in  a  claim  of  diflSculty  and  trouble,  unless  the  facts  as  recited  on  appeal 
present  such  showing  as  would  warrant  the  belief  that  gross  injustice  has  been 
done  in  refusing  to  recognize  articles  of  agreement. 

Annie  Iliggins  (widow) 519 

FBAX7D  AND  MISTAKE. 

See  also  Reimbursements,  308  and  395. 
Clerical  Error. 
•1.  While  it  is  endent  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  proposed  to  recover  was  due  to 
a  clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  received,  it  is  held 
that  recovery  by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  be  enforced^ 
Joseph  B.  Wilson .^:^  .i^.^i^.^j.: 
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Fraud  on  Part  of  Claimant 
2.  The  evident'e  obtained  by  a  special  investigation  having  clearly  shown  that  the 
(liseases  of  which  the  poldier  died  existed  prior  to  his  enlistment,  and  that  the 
claimant  was  in  a  position  to  know  of  their  existence,  it  is  held  that  her  claim 
for  [)ension  on  the  ground  that  said  diseases  originated  in  the  service  was  fraudu- 
lent, an<i  that  the  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  properly  with- 
held for  the  puri>ot»e  of  recovering  the  amount  paid  upon  said  claim. 

,S(trfth  M.  Decker  ( tridon- ) 200 

OUABDIAKSHIP. 

See  also  Jurisdiction,  351. 

1.  The  guardian  of  a  pensioner  is  the  agent  of  the  Unite*!  States  for  the  proper 

expenditure  of  pennion  money  in  his  hands,  irrespective  of  the  duties  tlevolved 
upon  him  by  the  State  law. 

2.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United 
States;  and  the  Commish^ioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary- 
[)Ower  necessarj'  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guard- 
ians holding  i)ension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction  both  before  and  after 
the  death  of  their  wards. 

3.  All  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of 

the  pension  law,  and  have  not  lK*en  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in 
accordance  with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension. 

4.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  con- 

templation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  an<l  is  an  accrued  pension. 

Commissioner  of  Pensions 351 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  The  appellant  obtains  a  comfortable  support  from  a  farm  on  which  he  resides 
with  his  wife  and  son,  the  title  to  said  farm  being  in  the  wife:  IJeld,,  While 
section  6295,  statutes  of  Michigan,  allows  the  wife  to  hold  and  convey  property 
free  from  interference  and  joinder  by  her  husband,  yet  the  said  statntes  do 
not  deprive  the  husband  of  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  a 
right  belonging  to  him  under  the  common  law. 

Thomas  Gamer  {father ) 297 

HONOKABLE  DISCHARGE. 

See  Dis<'harge;  Desertion,  362. 
INCREASE. 

See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  503;   Attorneys,  429  and  492;   Fee  Agreements, 
508;  Line  of  Duty,  191;  Practice,  122  and  451. 
Third  Grade. 
1.  The  objective  conditions,  due  to  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart,  and  the 
sequelfD  thereof,  descrilied  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held 
August  2,  1899,  in  ])ur8uance  of  the  claim  for  increase  filed  Januarj-  28,  1899, 
show — in  the  judgment  of  the  Department — the  existence  at  that  time  of  a 
degree  of  disability  fully  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  for  purposes  of 
manual  labor;  and  it  is  therefore  held  that  the  allowance  of  the  third-grade 
rate  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  was  and 
is  fuUy  warranted. 

Calvin  A.  Ilutehinson Dfgitrz^diDyGoOg-k    61 
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Act  of  January  5,  1898. 

2.  The  increase  of  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  for  survivors  of 
the  Mexican  war  who  have  been  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
January  29,  1887,  or  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  should  be  made  to  commence 
from  the  date,  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act  granting  said 
increase,  at  which  it  shall  have  been  established  by  the  proof  that  the  condi- 
tions of  disability  and  destitution  existed  which  are  designated  in  said  act  as 
entitling  such  pensioners  to  the  increase  of  pension  therein  provided. 
The  decisions  of  this  Department  ot  May  19,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Collins,  alias 
Crossweight  (L.  B.  125,  p.  82);  June  8,  1894,  in  the  case  of  Harmon  (L.  B. 
129,  p.  7);  September  13,  1896,  in  the  case  of  Hope  (L.  B.  182,  p.  400);  and 
May  7,  1898,  in  the  case  of  Levan  (9  P.  D.,  322).  and  all  similar  decisions  and 
holdings,  are  hereby  overruled  and  set  aside,  and  Order  No.  231  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  is  disapproved  and  abrogated. 

Robert  Markwood 380 

IMPEDIMENT. 

See  Marriage  and  Divorce,  97,  114,  and  266. 

INCUBATION. 

See  Origin,  329. 

INCUBBENCE. 

1.  The  prior  soundness  of  the  claimant  being  well  established,  and  it  being  shown 
that  he  performed  active  duty  of  the  most  arduous  character,  immediately  fol- 
lowing which  he  was  taken  sick  with  a  congestive  chill  and  sent  to  hospital, 
where  after  three  months'  treatment  he  was  discharged  the  service  on  account 
of  inguinal  hernia  and  synovitis  of  the  kneejoint,  and  there  being  no  intima- 
tion that  he  was  at  any  time  outside  the  line  of  duty,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
his  alleged  double  hernia  was  the  result  of  his  military  service  in  line  of  duty. 
Francis  Baltzer .516 

INDIAN  WABS. 

1.  The  Sabine  Indian  war  not  being  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27, 

1892,  the  soldiers  who  served  therein  are  not  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act. 

M.  G.English 177 

INDIANA  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  271. 
INTEBLOCUTOBT  DECBEE. 

See  Decree. 
IOWA. 

See  Marriage,  73. 
JTJBISDICTION. 

See  Declarations,  210;  Division  of  Pension,  494;  Marria(}e,  271. 

As  to  Declarations. 
1.  Soldier  executed  his  declaration  and  mailed  it  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
but  died  six  days  i)rior  to  the  date  of  its  receipt  at  the  Pension  Bureau;  Held, 
A  pension  claim  is  not  pending  until  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration, 
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for  the  Commiseionerof  Pensions  attains  no  jurisdiction  until  the  declaration  is 
filed.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  coold  have  no  jurisdiction  over  a  dead 
person,  and  the  filing  of  said  declaration  was  of  no  force  or  effect 

AsaH.  Dilley ^7 

2.  A  declaration  for  pension  is  of  no  force  or  effect  whatever  until  filed  in  the 

Bureau  of  Pensions. 

3.  The  actual  mailing  of  a  declaration  for  pension,  addressed  to  the  CommisBioner  of 

Pensions,  is  not  sufficient  proof  that  the  same  was  ever  filed  in  the  Bureau  of 
Pensions;  neither  does  such  mailing  raise  any  presumption  that  said  declara- 
tion had  been  filed  in  said  Bureau. 

Anthony  O  Grady ^  alias  John  Davis 420 

4.  The  declaration  purports  to  have  been  made  on  August  10,  1888,  before  the 

deputy  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Macomb  County,  Mich.,  but  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  same  was  executed  in  Grand  Traverse  County,  of  said  State: 
Held,  The  declaration  is  invalid. 

Sa  m  uel  Berry 210 

As  te  Marriage  and  Divoroe. 

5.  The  appellant  was  married  to  the  deceased  soldier  in  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  in 

1880,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death  in  1896.  She  was  pre- 
viously married,  in  1869,  to  one  Henry  Curtner  in  Ohio.  In  1898  she  obtained 
a  decree  in  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  annulling  and  vacat- 
ing her  marriage  to  Curtner  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  and  declaring  her 
marriage  to  the  soldier  valid,  legal,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  Indiana: 
Held,  That  said  court  having  had  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
and  the  parties,  its  judgment  and  decree  declaring  said  marriage  to  the  soldier 
legal  and  valid  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and 
establishes  the  legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  wife  of 
the  soldier,  and  she  should  be  accepted  as  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7, 
1882. 

3fary  J.  Volger  {nidmr) 271 

6.  The  widow's  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  obtained  a 

divorce  from  her  in  the  State  of  Indiana  while  she  resided  in  Arizona.  The 
transcript  of  the  record  fails  to  show  affinnatively  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
in  the  divorce  proceedings  was  mailed  to  her,  although  her  post-office  address 
was  known.  This  statutory  requirement  Ijeing  omitted,  it  is  fatal  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court. 

Annie  M.  Shipp  (widoir) 226 

7.  The  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  the  soldier  in  the  State  of  Arkansas  in  1879 

againBt  the  claimant,  who  was  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  is  void  for  the  reason 
that  the  statutory  requirement  that  tlie  warning  order  should  be  published 
was  not  complied  with. 

Elizttl/eth  Williamxon 406 

Of  Commiisioner  over  Kedical  Examinations. 

8.  The  third  subdivision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  confers  discretion 

on  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  the  exercise  of  which  he  may  order  a 
claimant  to  be  examined  by  an  expert  without  an  examination  before  a  full 
board  of  examining  surgeons. 

SamiLel  S.  Boinnan 348 

Of  Commissioner  over  Pension  Fond  in  Hands  of  Onardian. 

9.  The  guardian  of  a  pensioner  is  the  agent  of  the  United  States  for  the  proper 

expenditure  of  pension  money  in  his  hands,  irrespective  of  the  duties  devolved 
upon  him  by  the  State  law.  g.,.^^,  ^^  GoOgle 
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10.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United  States; 
and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary  power 
necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guardians  hold- 
ing pension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction  both  before  and  after  the  death 
of  their  wards. 

11.  All  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of  the 

pension  law,  and  have  not  been  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in  accord- 
ance with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension. 

12.  An  unexpended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  contem- 

plation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

13.  The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  is  the  law  of  distribution  of  accrued  pension  of  a 

deceased  pensioner,  and  applies  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  unex- 
pended at  the  time  of  such  pensioner's  decease. 

Commissioner  oj  Pensions -^— 351 

KANSAS  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  97. 

liEAVE  OF  ABSENCE. 

See  Line  of  Duty,  30. 

liEGITIMACT. 

See  also  Marriage,  40,  278,  and  294. 

Lawi  of  Maryland. 

1.  Under  the  laws  of  Maryland  slaves  might  legally  marry,  and  the  i8.«ue  of  their 

marriage  was  legitimate. 

Samuel  TutOe  if  other) 278 

Laws  of  Tennessee. 

2.  The  e^ddence  in  this  case  show^s  that  this  appellant  married  the  mother  of  the 

deceased  soldier  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  1844,  according  to  the  custom  of 
slaves;  that  the  deceased  soldier  was  born  of  said  marriage  in  1845,  and  was 
always  known  and  acknowledged  as  the  son  of  the  appellant;  that  the  ai)|)el- 
lant  and  the  mother  of  soldier  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and 
wife,  and  were  universally  so  known  and  recognized  from  the  date  of  their 
slave  marriage  mitil  the  death  of  the  latter,  in  1872;  that  they  were  so  living 
together  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  on  May  26,  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  of  h-aid 
State  making  said  marriage  legal  and  valid  for  all  purposes,  and  legitimizing 
all  the  issue  of  such  marriage.  There  is  no  competent  or  sufficient  evidence 
in  this  case  indicating  that  the  api)ellant  was  not  the  father  of  the  deceased 
soldier,  and  he  should  be  accepted  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Reuben  Burton  {father) •. 294 

Parents  Mnst  be  Legally  Married. 

3.  A  minor  child,  to  be  pensionable,  must  be  the  child  of  a  woman  to  whom  the  s<)l- 

dier,  its  father,  was  legally  married,  notwithstanding  that  soldier  soleiimly 
declared  and  recognized  it  to  be  his  legitimate  child. 

Alleged  minors  of  William  Hartley 40 

LIMITATION. 


See  Fee,  171;  Practice,  95  and  112.  C^  r>.r^^\n>^ 
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UNE  OF  DUTY. 

See  also  Disix)Yalty,  290;  Inxirrence,  516. 

AbMnt  from  Command. 

1.  This  appellant  waa  j^iited  leave  of  absence  by  his  commanding  officer  to  visit  his 

family,  with  orders  to  return  ami  report  to  his  command  on  a  certain  day  and 
at  a  designated  place,  in  obedience  to  said  orders  he  returned  and  reported  at 
the  place  and  on  the  day  designated  therein,  but  found  that  his  command  had 
moved  on  and  was  not  at  said  place,  which  was  occupied  by  the  enemy,  who 
attacked  and  woundeti  him:  Held,  That  the  appellant  was  in  the  line  of  duty 
when  wounded  under  the  foregoing  circumstances. 

WiUiam  Smith .' 30 

2.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  this  appellant's  military  service,  and  from 

the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incurred  the  disabilities  in 
the  Hervice  on  account  of  which  he  was  formerly  pensioned  he  was  in  deser- 
tion from  a  prior  term  of  service,  and  was  at  said  time  abeent  from  his  proper 
command  without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  l»e 
restored  to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  rulings  and  decisions  of  this 
Department.  »^^ee  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  882)  and  widow  of  John 
Sullivan  (10  P.  D.,  55.) 

Jjeiris  Ranhin 373 

3.  Appellant's  contract  of  enlistment  in  Company  B,  Thirty-fifth  New  York  Volun- 

teer Infantry,  having  expired  by  limitation  long  prior  to  the  incurrence  of  the 
injur\'  for  which  he  was  pensioned,  the  offense  of  desertion  terminated  with 
said  (^ontract  of  enlistment,  and  at  th6  time  of  the  incurrence  of  said  injury  he 
was  no  longer  in  desertion,  but  was  in  line  of  military  duty  under  his  second 
enlistment  and  occupied  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  action  dropping  him 
from  the  rolls  because  of  desertion  from  his  first  ser^^ce  was  error.  (See  esse 
of  John  Norton,  9  P.  D.,  382. ) 

Henry  P. ,  alias  Patrick  i/.,  Bunw 332 

Aeeidental  wound. 

4.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does 

not  show  that  the  disabilities  from  pensioned  causes  have  increased.  The  evi- 
dence on  file  in  the  case  shows  that  the  newly  alleged  disability — gunshot 
wound  of  right  ankle — was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  having  been  caused  by 
the  accidental  discharge  of  a  pistol  carried  by  claimant  at  his  own  risk. 

PinchiCfj  Hopper 191 

Killed  Accidentally  by  Falling  from  Window. 

5.  Soldier  was  killed  by  a  fall  from  a  window  at  the  hotel  at  which  he  was  stopping 

just  prior  to  his  final  payment  and  the  disbandment  of  his  command.  It  is 
held  that  his  death  was  not  due  to  his  military  service  in  line  of  duty. 

Mary  E.  Parker  (nov:  Re8din)jnidow Ifti 

Killed  whUe  Hunting. 
iS.  The  officer,  father  of  this  minor,  haWng  been  killed  by  the  accidental  discharge 
of  his  gun  while  hunting  by  i)ermi8sion  of  the  commanding  officer  of  tiie  poet, 
not  the  consequence  of  any  willful  neglect  or  improper  conduct  on  his  part,  his 
death  is  considere<l  to  have  occurred  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  commander  of 
said  post  reporting  that  said  oflicer  at  the  lime  he  was  killed  was  considere^i  on 
detached  service.     (See  case  of  Margaret  M.  Hoffman,  9  P.  D.,  277.) 

Minor  of  James  S.  Marsteller 55 
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Kay  be  Presamed. 

7.  When  prior  soondnesa  is  shoMm  and  a  reasonable  degree  of  proof  that  the  injury 

was  sustained  in  the  service  is  furnished,  there  being  no  circumstances  which 
would  raise  a  suspicion  that  it  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  duty,  and  such 
injury  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  discharge,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
injury  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

WilliamD.  Mitchell 84 

Betired  Officer. 

8.  A  soldier,  retired  after  thirty  years*  service,  (-an  not  be  considered  as  still  in  the 

service  for  pensionable  purposes  without  due  proof  of  the  origin  of  disability 
in  line  of  duty.  The  service  contemplated  by  the  law  is  active  service,  and 
disability  or  death  must  be  shown  to  be  due  thereto.  Soldier  having  had 
syphilis  in  service  and  there  being  intervals  between  his  enlistments,  as  well  as 
four  years  of  separation  from  active  service  after  his  ret^irement,  can  not  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  contracted  disease  of  urinary  organs,  which  led  to  his  death, 
in  service  and  line  of  duty  simply  because  his  active  service  extended  over 
thirty  years.     Definite  proof  of  origin  and  continuance  is  necessary. 

QUh erine  Meade  ( undwv ) 28 

LOUISIANA  LAWS. 

See  Marri.\(sk,  339. 

MABBIAGE  AND  DIVORCE. 

See  also  Estoppel,  195;  Eviden'ce,  43  and  102. 

Impediment  to  Karriage. 

1.  A  minor  child,  to  be  pensionable,  must  be  the  child  of  a  woman  to  whom  the 

soldier,  its  father,  was  legally  married,  not^^nthstanding  that  soldier  solemnly 
declared  and  recognized  it  to  be  his  legitimate  child.  It  appearing  that  the 
deceaseii  soldier  had  been  lawfully  married  prior  to  his  marriage  to  the  mother 
of  the  above-named  minor  children,  that  said  marriage  was  never  dissolved  by 
divorce,  and  that  said  first  wife  survived  him  and  is  at  present  in  receipt  of  a 
pension  as  his  widow,  and  that  the  mother  of  said  minor  children  also  survived 
the  soldier  and  is  now  living,  said  minors  have  no  title  whatever  to  pension  as 
minor  children  of  the  deceased  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  the  i)ension 
laws.     See  case  of  alleged  minors  of  Jonas  AV.  Pulver  (10  P.  D.,  227). 

Alleged  minors  of  WUliam  Hartley 40 

2.  Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  is  shown  by  evidence  of  a  ceremony  and 

cohabitation.  The  only  evidence  of  a  prior  marriage  is  the  testimony  of  his 
sister  and  a  friend,  to  whom  he  wrote  or  disclosed  that  he  had  married  a  girl 
in  a  seaport  while  he  was  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  sailor.  His  mere  decla- 
ration, without  other  proof,  is  not  competent  to  establish  such  a  marriage  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  rights  of  this  claimant,  and,  on  this  point,  her  legal  widow- 
hood is  considered  established. 

Carrie  Peterson  (ividmv) 139 

3.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  had,  at  the  time  of  his  formal  marriage  to  this 

claimant  in  1874,  a  living  and  undivorced  former  wife,  who  died  in  1892,  having 
been  insane  since  1860:  Jleldy  Said  marriage  in  1874  was  invalid  and  void, -and 
a  valid  marriage  subsequent  to  the  death  of  his  lawful  wife  in  1892,  his  own 
death  occurring  in  1896,  is  not  presumable  from  the  circumstances  shown. 

Elizabeth  Henderson  {alleged  ?W(/oit').... .••••••^••••....  204 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


554  INDEX    TO   DECISIONS. 

4.  The  claimant  is  shown  to  have  separated  from  the  soldier  shortly  after  hisretuni 

from  the  Army,  and  in  1866  (while  the  soldier  was  still  living)  married  one 
A.  J.  Pebbles,  with  whom  abe  lived  until  he  abandoned  her  in  1880.  The  sol- 
dier die<l  in  1871.  She  alleged  that  she  had  heard  that  the  soldier  was  dead 
Ix^fore  she  married  Pebbles,  but  learned  that  he  was  alive  some  time  after- 
wards— about  a  year  before  his  death:  Held,  That  by  her  marriage  to  Pebble 
in  1866,  and  subsequent  conduct,  she  is  estopped  from  claiming  pension  as  the 
widow  of  the  soldier. 

Phebe  Ann  0)6«r»,  now  Robbing  {alleged  widow) 403 

5.  Ap{)ellant,  prior  to  the  time  of  her  alleged  marriage  to  soldier,  married  one 

William  Norris,  in  1864,  who  was  at  the  time  a  soldier  in  the  United  States 
Army,  stationeil  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  in  territory  in  possession  of  the  United 
States  forces,  in  which  the  President's  emancipation  proclamation,  of  Janoary 
1,  1863,  was  effective,  and  claimant  was  also  in  said  territory,  8e^^-ing  with  the 
United  States  forces  as  laundress,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  being  performed 
by  the  chaplain  of  soldier's  regiment.  As  it  is  shown  that  said  Norris  was  still 
living  at  the  time  of  claimant's  alleged  marriage  to  Smith,  and  no  divorce  being 
fhown,  said  marriage  was  void. 

Rose  E,j  alleged  widow  of  Jifrael  Smiih 443 

6.  Claimant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  in  1878,  he  having  at  the  time  a  former  wife 

living  who  was  not  divorced  from  him  until  1896,  was  null  and  void,  and  as 
claimant  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  legally  married  to  the  soldier  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  she  can  have  no  title  to  {tension 
under  said  act  by  reason  of  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  thereof. 

Dnicilla  Walker  (widmc) 488 

Lawi  of  California. 

7.  In  the  absence  of  consent  the  mutual  assumption  of  marital  rights,  duties,  and 

obligations  can  not,  under  the  statutes  of  California,  constitute  marriage. 

Rnrhel  J.  Sebastian  (widow) 144 

Laws  of  Indiana. 

8.  The  appellant  was  married  to  the  deceased  soldier  in  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  in 

1880,  and  livtMl  with  him  as  his  wife  until  his  death  in  1896.  She  was*  pre- 
viously married,  in  1869,  to  one  Henry  Curtner  in  Ohio.  In  1898  she  obtained 
a  decree  in  the  circuit  court  of  Hamilton  County,  Ind.,  annulling  and  vacating 
her  marriage  to  Curtner  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  and  declaring  her  mar- 
riage to  the  soldier  valid,  legal,  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  Indiana:  Held, 
That  said  court  having  had  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the 
parties,  its  judgment  and  decree  declaring  said  marriage  to  the  soldier  legal 
and  valid  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is  binding  and  conclusive,  and  establishes 
the  legal  status  of  the  appellant  in  that  State  as  the  lawful  wife  of  the  soldier, 
and  she  should  be  accepted  a?  his  widow  for  pensionable  purposes,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882. 

^fary  J.  Vogler  ( widow) 271 

Laws  of  Kansas. 

9.  The  deceased  soldier  maTried  tlie  appellant  by  ceremony  in  t\u*  Stale  <  1  Kan!=as 

in  1875,  at  a  time  when  he  had  a  former  wife  living,  who  fcubt;e(;uently  obtained 
a  divorce  from  him  in  the  State  of  Michigan  in  1877,  which  facts  were  unknown 
to  the  appellant  during  the  lifetime  of  the  soldier.  The  appellant  and  the 
soldier  lived  together  continuously  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Kansas, 
united  in  church  membership  as  husband  and  wife,  joined  in  the  execution  of 
deeds  and  conveyances  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were  so  recognized  by  their 
relatives,  friends,  and  ncighlx)rs  from  and  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment 
to  their  marriage  in  1877  up  to  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  in  1898,  a  period 
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of  twenty-one  years:  Hetd,  That  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  where 
the  parties  resided,  a  valid  common-law  marriage  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  contracted  by  them  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  lawful 
union.  (State  t'.  Walker,  36  Kans.,  297;  State  v.  Hughes,  36  Kans.,  626;  State 
V,  McFarland,  38  Kans.,  664;  Matney  v.  Linn,  59  Kans.,  613;  and  Shorten  v, 
Judd,  60  Kans.,  73.) 

Elizabeth  Locktvood  {vridow) 97 

Laws  of  LoniBiana. 

10.  There  being  no  proof  or  facts  warranting  the  presumption  of  a  prior  marriage  by 

the  soldier,  and  the  undisputed  evidence  showing  that  claimant  and  soldier 
lived  and  cohabited  together  as  man  and  wife  for  eleven  years  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  the  law  of  that  State  would  presume  them  married,  and  the  claim- 
ant is  therefore  entitled  to  pension  as  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Minna  WiUan  (widmv) 339 

Laws  of  Maryland. 

11.  Under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  slaves  might  legally  marry,  and  the  issue  of  their 

marriage  was  legitimate. 

Samuel  l\Utle  (father) 278 

Laws  of  KassaoliasettB. 

12.  Claimant  married  soldier  in  1856  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  in  the  State  of 

Massachusetts  until  his  second  enlistment,  December  18,  1863.  Not  having 
heard  from  her  said  husband  since  1864,  and  believing  him  to  be  dead, 
she  married  one  Stewart,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  in  November,  1870, 
and  lived  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  wife,  in  said  State  (both  believing 
said  marriage  to  have  been  legal)  until  his  death,  w^hich  occurred  August  16, 
1889.  The  soldier  died  in  the  Soldiers*  Home  in  Chelsea,  Mass.,  December 
18,  1882:  Held  J  That  under  the  laws  and  decisions  of  the  State  of  Massachu- 
setts claimant*  s  ceremonial  marriage  to  Stewart  was  void,  and  that  she  was 
the  wife  of  Sanders  until  his  death  in  1882,  when  she  became  his  widow,  but 
she  and  Stewart  having  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  the  death  of 
Sanders  to  the  death  of  Stewart,  each  desiring  to  be  and  believing  that  they 
were  husband  and  wife,  they  are  deemed  and  held  to  have  legally  sustained 
the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  and  were  such  under  the  laws  of  that  State 
from  the  death  of  Sanders  to  the  death  of  said  Stewart.,  when  she  became 
Stewart's  lawful  widow,  and  there  being  no  pensionable  period  of  widowhood 
between  the  death  of  Sanders  and  the  time  she  became  the  wife  of  Stewart 
the  rejection  of  her  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  the  death  of  Sanders  was 
proper  and  is  affirmed. 

Emma  C.  SanderSf  now  Stewart  (widow) 114 

Laws  of  Mississippi. 

13.  It  being  shown  that  at  the  time  cf  this  claimant's  formal  marriage  in  1876  to  the 

soldier  herein  she  had  a  former  husband  living  and  undivorced,  such  marriage 
was  invalid  and  void;  but  as  she  and  soldier  then  married  in  entire  good 
faith,  believing  in  her  legal  competency  to  mairy,  and  cohabited  thereafter 
continuously  for  twenty-one  years,  eleven  of  which  were  subsequent  to  the 
death  of  her  former  husband,  each  continuing  until  the  soldier's  death  in  the 
belief  of  their  legal  union,  holding  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife,  and  being 
generally  accepted  as  such,  it  is  held  that  there  was,  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  where  she  and  soldier  resided  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a 
lawful  and  valid  marriage  Ijetween  them  subsequent  to  the  death  of  said  former 
husband,  and  that  she  is,  therefore,  the  soldier's  lawful  widow. 

Minerva  Brown  (widow) Y^r^-^.^.^T  266 
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Lawi  of  OrogOB. 

14.  Under  the  civil  code  of  Oregon,  ae  construed  in  the  case  of  Murray  r.  Murray 

(6  Or.,  26),  **  when  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that  a  man  and  woman  are  living 
together  and  cH>habiting  as  man  and  ^dfe,  and  are  in  the  community  reputed 
and  received  in  society  as  such,  it  is  sufficient  prima  facie  to  prove  the  marria^ 
in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding." 

Nfir«/»  E.  Manweil  ( icidow) 427 

Lawi  of  TonnoMOO. 

15.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  this  appellant  married  the  mother  of  the 

deceasetl  soldier  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  1844,  according  to  the  custom  of 
slaves;  that  the  de<*eased  soldier  was  bom  of  said  marriage  in  1845,  and  was 
always  known  and  acknowledge<l  as  the  son  of  the  appellant;  that  the  appel- 
lant and  the  mother  of  soldier  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and 
wife,  and  were  universally  so  known  and  recognized  from  the  date  of  their 
slave  marriage  until  the  death  of  the  latter  in  1872;  that  they  were  so  lining 
together  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  on  May  26,  1866,  the  date  of  the  aet  of  said 
State  making  said  marriage  legal  and  valid  for  all  purposes,  and  legitimizing  all 
the  issue  of  such  marriage.  There  is  no  competent  or  sufficient  e\idence  in 
this  case  indicating  that  the  appellant  w^as  not  the  father  of  the  deceased  sol- 
dier, and  he  should  be  accepted  as  such  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Retiffen  Burton  (father) 294 

Presamption  as  to. 

16.  The  claimant  marrieil  the  soldier  in  1883  in  the  State  of  Illinois.     Her  former 

hu8]>and  had  l>een  absent  for  a  period  much  greater  than  seven  years.  His 
absence  was  continuous  and  unexplained,  and  no  intelligence  of  his  existence 
has  ever  been  received:  Ifeld,  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
the  second  marriage. 

Mary  Cobuni  ( iridow) 43 

17.  Soldier  married  Martha  Pinkney  in  1841  and  they  lived  together  as  husband  and 

wife  until  a  short  time  before  the  civil  war,  when  he  separated  from  her.  He 
married  claimant  in  June,  1871,  and  also  had  a  second  marriage  ceremony 
performed  in  1888.  Martha,  the  first  wife,  died  Jime  22, 1897,  and  the  soldier 
died  November  30,  1897.  No  evidence  of  a  divorce  l^etween  soldier  and  his 
first  wife,  Martha,  is  shown,  but  it  is  held  that  the  presumption  is,  in  the 
ahnence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  said  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his 
first  wife  at  the  time  of  his  second  marriage  to  claimant.  (Citing  Jennette 
Burton,  9  P.  D.,  31;  Hull  v.  Rawles,  26  Miss.,  471;  Holmes  r.  Holmes,  6  La., 
463;  Blanchard  r.  Lambert  et  al.,  43  Iowa,  228;  Carroll  v,  Carroll  et  al.,  20 
Texas,  731,  and  Patterson  r.  Gaines,  6  Howard,  550. ) 

lAmim  C.  (iermaiu  (widoir) 66 

18.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  decisions  in  the  Germain  and  Orr  cases.     In  the 

Germain  case  it  was  held  that  the  presumption  was,  in  the  absense  of  proof  to 
the  contrary,  that  soldier  had  been  divorced  from  his  first  wife  at  the  time  of 
his  second  marriage  to  the  claimant;  but  such  presumption  is  rebuttable.  In 
the  Orr  case  the  presumption  of  divorce  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence  of  the 
first  wife  and  the  reconls  of  the  court  showing  that  no  divorce  had  been  pro- 
curetl  as  claimed. 

Louim  ( \  Germain  and  Mary  C,  ()rr 131 

19.  The  claimant  l)eing  unable  to  prove  >)y  the  testimony  of  i)ersonal  acquaintances 

that  she  was  never  marrieii  prior  to  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  or  to  furnish 
any  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  soldier's  first  wife  except  a  sworn  statement 

.,,...oy  Google 
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made  by  the  soldier  himself  less  than  a  year  before  his  deftth,  but  all  the 
known  facts,  as  well  as  the  presumptions  of  law,  being  favorable  to  the  validity 
of  her  said  marriage,  it  is  held  to  have  been  a  valid  marriage. 

Mary  M,  A,  Wood  (tvidow) 158 

20.  Appellant  was  married  to  one  David  King  in  1852,  in  Scotland.     Between  1855 

and  1856  said  King  came  to  the  United  States,  leaving  his  wife  in  Scotland. 
Thereafter  he  sent  for  her,  and  in  July,  1857,  she  joined  him  at  Cohoes,  N.  Y., 
where  they  livefl  as  man  and  wife  until  October  of  that  year,  when  on  account 
of  the  closing  of  the  mill  in  which  he  was  employed  he  left  home  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  work,  and  has  never  been  seen  or  heard  from  since  by 
appellant.  In  December,  1865,  claimant  married  James  Notman,  who  died 
May  26,  1892,  leaving  her  without  property  or  means  of  support:  Heldj  That 
claimant  was  the  legal  widow  of  James  Notman  under  the  laws  of  New  York, 
and  that  her  claim  as  such  is  sufficiently  proved  under  the  law  as  stated  in  the 
case  of  Davie  r.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628),  and  that  under  the  evidence  she  is 
entitled  to  pension  as  the  widow  of  said  James  Notman  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.  The  cases  of  Lavanchia  L.  Salisbury  (7  P.  D.,  247)  and  Spicer  r. 
Spicer  (16  Abb.  Prac.  Repts.)  referred  to  and  distinguished. 

Annie  Notman  (widow) 212 

21.  Claimant's  first  husband  left  her  about  the  year  1856,  without  any  ostensible 

reason,  except  to  go  up  the  Wabash  River,  and  has  never  been  heard  of  by  his 
relatives  and  friends  since.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  would  justify 
the  conclusion  that  said  husband  intended  to  forsake,  renounce,  or  relinquish 
his  concern  or  interest  for  said  claimant,  and  it  is  held  that  imder  the  act  of 
March  13,  1896,  the  facts  warrant  the  presumption  that  said  first  husband  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  claimant's  marriage  to  soldier,  ten  years  after  the  departure 
of  said  first  husband,  and  that  said  marriage  was  valid  and  she  is  his  legal 
widow.  Where  no  record  of  deaths  is  in  existence  in  a  particular  jurisdiction, 
testimony  of  two  credible  witnesses  as  to  the  date  of  death  of  a  person,  giving 
good  reasons  for  fixing  a  certain  date  as  the  date  of  such  person's  death,  will 
be  accepted  as  sufficient  proof  of  the  date  thereof. 

Wesley  Buckler  et  al.  ( jninors) 234 

22.  The  claimant  having  proved  the  fact  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  according  to 

the  law  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  cohabited  with  him  as  his  wife  from  the 
marriage  to  the  date  of  his  death,  sixteen  years  afterwanis,  her  pensionable 
status  was  established.  A  mere  presimiption  of  life  of  a  prior  husband  can 
not  prevail  against  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  parties  who  enter  the 
marriage  relation  according  to  legal  forms. 

Enthet  A,  Palmer  (widow) 320 

Slave  Karriages. 

23.  Claimant  was  one  of  four  slaves  who  cohabited  with  one  Melinda,  also  a  slave, 

she  bearing  three  of  her  pseudo  husbands,  including  claimant,  a  child.  The 
masters  of  Melinda  and  claimant  refused  to  allow  a  ceremony  of  marriage 
to  be  performed:  Held,  The  connection  between  claimant  and  Melinda  was 
illicit,  the  evidence  showing  there  was  no  nmtual  intent  on  their  part  to  con- 
summate a  bona  fide  slave  marriage. 

24.  The  act  of  February  27,  1866,  of  the  assembly  of  Virginia  referred  only  to  such 

colored  persons  who  had  undertaken  and  agreed,  bona  fide,  to  occupy  the 
relation  to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife.  Mutual  intent  was  a  sine  qua  non 
to  a  bona  fide  moral  matrimonial  relation  between  slaves.  The  decision  in  the 
case  of  Daniel  Bird  (10  P.  D.,  105)  is  reaffirme<l. 

Frank  Fitcheti  (father) .^^ .^  167 
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25.  A  claimant  who  relies  upon  the  rule  of  evidence  provided  in  section  4705, 

Revif*ed  Statutes,  must  show  either  that  she  lived  with  the  soldier  up  to  date 
of  enlistment,  when  the  latter  died  in  the  service,  or  if  otherwise  that  she 
liveii  with  him  up  to  the  date  of  death. 

Lurinda  Harris  {alleged  widow) 181 

lemarriage  and  Divorce. 

26.  Claimant,  the  widow  of  Samuel  B.  Kirkland,  marrie^i  Abraham  Jackson  in  1865; 

Jackson  obtained  a  divorce,  a  vinculo,  from  her  in  1881:  Held,  The  divorce 
decree  did  not  put  her  back,  as  to  the  rights  under  the  law,  as  the  widow  of 
Kirkland.  She  forever  destroyed  her  status  as  the  widow  of  Kirkland  when 
nhe  entered  into  a  valid  marriage  contract  with  Jackson. 

Martha  /.  Kirkland  {alleged  widow) —.-—-.     73 

MABYIiAND  IiAWS. 

See  Marriage,  278;  Legitimacy,  278. 

KASSACHUSETTS  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  114. 

MATERIAL  8EBVICS. 

See  Attorneys,  429  and  490. 

MEDICAL  EXAMINATIONS. 

See  also  Jurisdiction,  348. 

1.  The  third  subdivision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1882,  confers  discretion 
on  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  the  exercise  of  which  he  may  order  a 
claimant  to  be  examined  by  an  expert  without  an  examination  before  a  full 
board  of  examining  surgeons. 

Samuels.  Bowman 348 

MEKHraiTIS. 

See  Death  Cause. 

MEXICAN  WAE. 

See  Service,  21,  110,  and  218. 

MICHIGAN  LAWS. 

See  Dependent  Parents,  297. 

MILTTABT  AGE. 

See  Desertion,  286;  Service,  12. 

MILITIA. 

See  also  Service,  12. 

1.  The  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  cases  of  Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D., 
295),  William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,21),  Malter  Morris  (9  P.  D.,  462),  and  all  similar 
cases,  which  recognize  certain  militiamen  as  having  been  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  should  continue  to  be  accepted  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  as 
precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  pension  claims  of  the  class  therein 
dePoril)ed.     (See  20  Op.  Atty.  Genl.,  322.) 
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MINOBS. 

See  also  Comicencemext,  431;  Desertion,  193;  Feb,  496;   Fee  Agreements,  150; 
Marriage  and  Divorce,  40. 

1.  The  grant  in  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  confers  title  upon  the 
minor  children  of  a  soldier  separate  and  independent  of  that  of  the  widow,  and 
contingent  only  upon  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  the  proviso  to  said  third 
section  relative  to  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  widow  to  the  soldier  does 
not  extend  to  or  affect  the  title  of  the  minor  children. 

Minors  of  George  W.Douglas 448 

MISSISSIPPI  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  266. 

MUSTEB. 

See  Service,  282. 

MYOPIA. 

See  Disability,  186. 

NAVY  PENSIONS. 

1.  This  pensioner,  being  an  inmate  and  beneficiary  of  the  Naval  Asylum,  Philadel- 
phia, Pa.,  the  money  benefit  of  $13.25  per  month,  to  which  he  w^as  entitled 
under  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes,  for  twenty  years'  service  in  the  Navy, 
and  in  lieu  of  w^hich  he  accepted  the  home  in  the  asylum,  was  paid  to  the 
^  governor  of  that  institution,  by  virtue  of  section  4813,  Revised  Statutes.  He 
was  granted  leave  for  six  months  in  1896,  and  during  such  leave  was  per- 
mitted to  receive  the  $13.25  per  month  in  person.  During  this  leave,  also,  he 
applied  for  and  was  allowed  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  for  service  in  the  Mexi- 
can war,  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  but  the  first  payment  on  this  cer- 
tificate, which  included  arrears  from  the  date  of  the  act,  was  paid  to  the 
governor  of  the  asylum  by  the  pension  agent,  and  pensioner  was  only  allowed 
to  draw  the  amount  becoming  due  during  the  period  of  his  leave  from  the 
asylum.  It  has  been  held  in  a  decision  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  Treasury 
(3  Dec.  Comp.  of  Treasury,  568)  that  ''Section  4813,  Revised  Statutes, 
requiring  the  pension  of  any  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine  entitled  to  a 
pension  to  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  during  his  continuance  in  a 
navy  hospital,  only  applies  to  such  pension  the  benefit  of  which  the  pensioner 
was  actually  receiving  at  the  time  he  was  in  the  hospital,  and  does  not  include 
a  pension  acquired  after  he  left  the  hospital.*'  Following  this  ruling,  while 
the  pensioner  was  still  constructively  a  beneficiary  of  the  asylum,  although  on 
leave,  yet  he  was  not  actually  an  inmate,  and  the  recognition  by  the  asylum 
authorities  and  pension  agent  of  his  right  to  draw  his  pension  during  the  period 
of  such  absence  carried  with  it  the  right  to  draw  all  of  such  pension,  including 
the  arrears  under  the  Mexican  war  act,  title  to  which  was  determined  while 
he  was  not  an  imate  of  the  asylum.  The  payment  of  such  arrears  to  the  gov- 
ernor or  treasurer  of  the  asylum  was  erroneous,  and  to  this  extent  the  appeal 
is  sustained.  Other  points  in  the  appeal  are  overruled  in  accordance  with 
former  decisions  (John  Spencer,  7  P.  D.,  152;  Richard  Ewing,  8  P.  D.,  44), 
except  in  so  far  as  the  scaling  clause  cf  section  4757,  Revised  Statutes,  is  made 
to  apply  to  section  4756,  Revised  Statutes.  ^  t 
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HBGLBOT. 

See  Attokneys,  492. 
NSW  YOBX  LAWS. 

8ee  Marriage,  212. 

vonos. 

See  Division  of  Pension,  288. 

1.  In  capes  of  contest  over  the  divifiion  of  pension  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1899, 

the  api)ellee  is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  thereof  and  reasona- 
ble time  in  which  to  file  a  brief  and  alignment  in  support  of  the  Bureau  action 
appeale<l  from. 

Emily  EUUr.  Leroy  Ellis 288 

2.  In  the  al)sence  of  proof  of  pervk^e  of  an  appeal  and  notice  thereof,  there  being  no 

waiver  of  service  by  the  appellee,  such  appeal  will  be  dismiased.  Due  proof  of 
per\uce  may  be  shown  by  a  written  acceptance  of  service  by  the  appellee  or 
her  attorney,  or  a  registry  return  receipt,  signed  by  the  appellee  or  her  attorney, 
and  forwarded  by  the  appellant  or  his  attorney,  with  an  afiida\it  that  on  a 
certain  day  a  copy  of  the  appeal  or  proposed  appeal  has  Ijeen  mailed  in  a  reg- 
istered letter,  postpaid,  to  the  appellee  at  a  certain  named  post-oflSce,  naming 
it,  and  that  the  canl  was  returned  in  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  such 
letter;  or  an  affidavit  showing  that  on  a  certain  day  and  place  a  copy  of  the 
appeal  w^as  personally  delivered  to  the  appellee  or  her  attorney  of  record. 

Sophia  M.  Loughry  r.  John  Loughry 523 

3.  An  affidavit  stating  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  attached  thereto  had  l)een  sent 

through  the  mail  to  the  address  of  the  claimant,  as  given  by  the  Pension 
Bureau,  is  not  due  proof  of  service  of  the  appeal,  as  the  proof  should  show  that 
the  same  was  mailed  by  registered  letter,  and  that  the  return  registr>'  receipt 
attached  to  such  proof  was  the  receipt  for  the  registered  letter  containing  a  true, 
full,  and  complete  copy  of  said  appeal  and  the  notice  of  appeal. 

Eliza  J,  Conover  v.  William  Conover 524 

OATH  OF  ENIJSTMENT. 

See  Desertion,  286. 

(EDEMA. 

See  Disability,  505. 

OREGON  ULWS. 

See  Marriage,  427. 

OBDEB  192. 

See  Practice. 

OKIGIN. 

See  also  Line  of  Duty. 

1.  This  claim  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that,  according  to  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  the  appellant  became  ill  in  eight  days  after  his  enlistment,  and 
that,  according  to  the  evidence  filed,  his  sickness  was  typhoid  fever;  and  that, 
according  to  medical  authorities,  the  period  of  eight  days  is  too  short  for  the 
incubation  of  said  disease,  which  was,  therefore,  not  contracted  in  the  service 
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m 
and  consequently  any  disability  arising  therefrom  is  not  pensionable:  Ileidj 
That  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  said  record  is  erroneous  as  to  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  soldier's  illness  and  that  the  statement  of  the  Bureau 
relative  to  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  incorrect. 

Andrew  Forbes 329 

PATHOLOGICAL  SEQUENCE. 

See  also  Death  Cause,  220,  440,  459,  and  480;  Disability,  185;  Rate,  317. 

1.  The  soldier's  death  is  shown  to  have  resulted  from  disease  of  kidneys,  caused 

by  ether  anjesthesia,  induced  for  the  purpose  of  operating  on  a  diseased  right 
testicle,  for  which  not  pensioned,  and  for  the  radical  cure  of  a  right  inguinal 
hernia  and  hydrot*ele,  for  which  pensioned:  Held,  That  inasmuch  as  the 
pensioned  disabilities  were  included  in  the  operation  leading  to  the  soldier's 
death,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  pension. 

Elisabet  Kaufman  {widow) 106 

2.  Appellant  is  now  pensioned  at  $36  per  month  on  account  of  a  gunshot  wound  of 

left  leg  and  resulting  total  disability  of  same.  The  right  leg  is  also  sho^^i  to 
be  totally  disabled,  and  it  is  claimed  by  the  api)ellant  to  be  a  result  of  the  con- 
dition of  his  left  leg.  It  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  total  disability  of  the 
left  leg  was  caused  by  a  chronic  ascending  neuritis,  produce<l  by  the  gunshot 
wound,  and  that  the  disease  has  crossed  over  and  involve<l  the  right  leg,  and 
the  disability  resulting  from  said  neuritis  is  such  as  would  warrant  the  allow- 
ance of  a  higher  rate  of  pension  than  he  now  receives. 

Enoch  Alexander 151 

3.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination,  made  under  appellant's  claim  for  increase, 

shows  that  his  loss  of  vision  in  both  eyes  is  due  to  intraocular  changes  caused 
by  a  high  degree  of  myopia,  which  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  his  military 
service.     Action  affirmed. 

Adolph  Becker 185 

4.  The  late  officer  was  pensioned  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  a  gunshot 

wound  which  destroyed  the  right  eye  and  fractured  the  bones  of  the  orbit. 
His  death  is  shown*  to  have  been  due  to  disease  of  the  brain  or  meningitis: 
Heldj  That  in  the  absence  of  any  other  more  probable  cause  for  infection  than 
the  continued  disease  in  the  orbit  the  fatal  disease  was  caused  primarily  by 
the  gunshot  wound. 

Rebecca  C.  Morgan  {iiidow) 220 

5.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination  shows  the  condition  of  appellant's  eyes, 

on  account  of  which  he  claims  a  pension,  is  due  to  congenital  refractive  errors 
and  not  to  his  military  service,  and  that  the  rejection  of  his  claim  under  the 
general  law  was  therefore  correct. 

George  W.  Mowery 307 

6.  The  appellant,  who  is  pensioneil  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  rheumatism 

and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  wherein  he  alleged 
that  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  had  resulted  from  disease  of  heart,  and  claimed 
that  inasmuch  as  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  examined  pursuant 
to  said  claim  had  rated  his  disabilities  at  third  grade  ($24  per  month)  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  such  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination:  Held,  That  the 
existing  rate  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disability 
found  at  said  examination  as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  the  heart; 
that  the  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  have  not  been  shown  to  be  a  sequence, 
either  from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  of  disease  of  heart,  and  that 
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• 
no  authority  to  detennine  what  rate  or  rates  of  pension  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed  in  any  claim,  or  class  of  claims,  for  pension  has  ever  been  conferred 
upon  examining  mirfi^eons,  either  by  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

Andrew  d,  Vaiminghani -.. 317 

7.  Death  of  the  soldier  (who  was  over  50  years  of  age)  from  cerebral  hemorrhage 

can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  injury  to  left  testicle  and  varicose  veins  of  right 
1^  and  resulting  amputation  of  same  above  the  knee,  for  which  he  was  pen- 
sioned. Senile  degeneration  of  the  arteries  is  imiversally  admitted  as  the  mo^ 
potent  cause  of  said  fatal  disease,  and  this  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  this  case, 
so  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  those  advancing  a  contrary  opinion. 

Maria  Brantigam  {widotc) 388 

8.  The  soldier'H  death,  at  the  age  of  72  years,  of  cerebral  hemorrhage  can  not  be 

properly  regarded  as  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  through  the  neck  incurred 
thirty-six  years  i>rior  thereto,  and  for  which  he  was  pensioned. 

Emiiy  O.  Dilwarth  {widmr)  459 

9.  The  soldier  is  a  pensioner  on  account  of  disease  of  heart,  injury  to  right  shoalder 

and  resulting  muscular  atrophy,  paralysis  of  right  arm  and  resulting  total 
disability  of  same.  He  is  totally  blind  from  glaucoma,  which  is  alleged  to  be 
a  result  of  neuralgia,  caused  by  a  fall  hrom  his  horse,  by  which  he  incurred 
the  injury  to  his  shoulder.  The  facts  in  the  case,  supports  by  medical  author- 
ity, warrant  the  conclusion  that  said  blindness  is  due  to  spinal  injury,  or  to 
disease  of  heart,  or  both.    Action  reversed. 

James  FUzgarield 462 

10.  Soldier's  death  from  pulmonary  tuberculosis  can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  naso- 
pharyngeal i-atarrh,  on  account  of  which  he  was  pensioned  at  $2  per  month, 
and  it  not  appearing  that  catarrh  was  otherwise  a  factor  in  the  death  cause, 
nor  that  said  cause  was  the  result  of  his  army  service,  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  on  that  ground  was  proper. 

Florence  E.  Fo«tcr  {widow) 480 

PASS  TO  HT7NT. 

See  Line  of  Duty,  55. 
PAYMENT. 

See  also  Attorneys,  49. 

1.  An  agent  or  attorney  rendering  services  in  proceedings  under  the  act  of  Match  2, 
1895,  in  behalf  of  a  person  entitled  under  its  provisions  to  the  accrued  pension 
on  a  certificate  of  pension  of  a  deceased  pensioner,  must  look  to  the  perwn 
by  whom  he  is  employed  for  payment  for  his  services.  Case  of  George  Aab 
(9  P.  D.,  377)  is  overruled. 

John  C.  Hobson.  (deceased) 49 

PENSION  FOND. 

See  Jurisdiction,  351. 

1.  A  pension  fund  granted  to  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian,  is  in  transitu 

until  it  reaches  its  final  destination,  and  is  controlled  only  by  the  United 
States;  and  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  invested  with  the  discretionary 
power  necessary  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  pension  laws,  and  guardians 
holding  pension  funds  are  subject  to  his  direction,  both  before  and  after  the 
death  of  their  wards. 

2.  All  funds  which  have  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  by  operation  of  tbe 

l>en8ion  law,  and  have  not  lieen  paid  to  the  pensioner  or  expended  in  accord- 
ance with  law  in  his  behalf,  are  in  the  nature  of  accrued  pension.        ^ 

.y ,....,  ^oogle 
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3.    An  unexi)ended  pension  fund  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  has  not,  in  legal  con- 
templation, been  paid  to  the  pensioner,  and  is  an  accrued  pension. 

Commimoner  of  Pensions 351 

FRACTICE. 

See  also  Dischabge,  13. 

Commenoeinent  of  Increase. 
t.  In  the  adjudication  of  an  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  wherein  several  declarations  have  been  filed,  upon 
the  allowance  of  the  claim  the  pension  must  commence  from  the  date  of  filing 
the  declaration  under  which  a  pensionable  condition  was  first  shown  to  exist; 
but  if,  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication  of  such  claim,  a  certificate  of  medical 
examination  made  under  the  claim  shows  a  condition  entitling  claimant  to  a 
higher  rate  of  pension  than  existed  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration 
imder  which  the  allowance  was  made,  such  original  allowance  being  below  the 
TnaYJTnnm  rate,  the  rate  of  pension  should  be  increased  from  the  date  of  such 
certificate  of  medical  examination  (modifying  paragraph  6  on  page  95  of  A 
Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898). 

Ambrose  T,  Sanguinette 451 

Dropping. 

2.  In  1891  pension  was  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  when  the  practice 

required  only  a  final  honorable  discharge  from  the  service;  therefore  the 
desertion  of  an  applicant  for  pension  under  said  act  from  his  first  service  was 
no  bar  to  pension.  The  practice  having  been  changed  so  as  to  require  an 
honorable  discharge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  performed  during  the 
war  of  the  rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  properly  dropped  from  the  rolls  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter. 

Jerome  Woodin,  alias  Frank  Allen 13 

Merit  Claim  not  Considered  on  Appeal  as  to  Fee. 

3.  The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  a  claim  for  pension  upon  its  merits  can  not  be 

reviewed  upon  appeal  from  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  fee. 

James  Hughes  (father) 325 

Ho  Benefit 

4.  A  rating  of  |6  per  month  is  not  commensurate  with  disability  shown  in  this  case 

to  be  due  to  underweight,  emaciation  caused  by  malnutrition  and  neurasthenia, 
nasal  catarrh,  and  a  severe  case  of  bronchial  catarrh. 

5.  A  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  is  not  fully  legally  adjudicated 

has  not  reached  final  action. 

6.  No  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  rejected  on  the  so-called 

ground  of  "no  benefit,''  but  the  pensioner  should  be  allowed  to  elect  under 
which  law  he  will  draw  his  pension,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ratings 
approved  for  or  allowed  under  each  law  are  not  the  same. 

Martin  Wagner 455 

Reopening. 

7.  The  certificate  of  medical  examination  made  under  the  claim  for  increase  does 

not  show  a  degree  of  disability  due  to  pensioned  causes  that  is  equivalent  to 
the  loss  of  a  hand  or  a  foot  for  manual  lalx>r,  which  must  be  shown  before  the 
appellant  can  receive  the  next  higher  rate  of  pension.  As  the  evidence  referred 
to  by  the  appellant  was  not  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  letter  of  rejection 
had  been  mailed,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  refusing  to  reopen  the  rejected 
claim  was  proper  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice. 

William  W.  Wilds 95 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


564  INDEX   TO   DECISIONS. 

8.  The  rule  of  limitation  for  reopening  rejected  increase  claims  in  cases  where  an 

ap()eal  wa?  filed  l>efore  the  rule  had  run  is  suspended  during  the  period  from 
the  date  of  filing  the  appeal  and  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department 
thereon. 

J  omit  han  K  inset/ .....  11:2 

BMtoration  and  InereaM  Claim. 

9.  The  practice  of  refusing  to  consider  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  or  one 

which  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  when  such  are  included  in  a  claim  for 
increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  unsound  practice.  Paragraph  3, 
page  102,  and  paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  A  Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898,  are 
accordingly  amended. 

Andrew  J.  Brovm 122 

PBESUMFTIONS. 

See  Disloyalty,  136;  Evidence,  43, 102, 197,  344, 437,  and  501;  Feb,  215;  Incurrence, 
516;  Line  of  Duty,  84;  Marriage,  66,  204,  212,  234,  131,  158,  320,  339,  and  427. 

PRIMA  FACIE  CASE. 

See  Fee,  392. 
FRO  RATA  FEE. 

See  Fee,  496. 

RANK. 

See  also  Special  Act,  424. 

1.  Claimant's  son  having  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  time  he  was  killed  in  battle, 
November  27,  1868,  she  was  entitled  to  a  pension  of  $25  per  month  under  her 
dependent  mother's  application  filed  January  16,  1891,  and  there  was  and  is 
no  authority  of  law  for  rating  her  pension  at  $12  per  month  under  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
Mary  H.  EUioU  (mother) 34 

RATE. 

See  also  Aid  and  Attendance,  473;  Disability,  505;  Rerating,  299. 

Adequacy  of. 

1.  The  objective  conditions — due  to  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart,  and  the 

sequelae  thereof — described  in  the  certificate  of  the  medical  examination  held 
August  2,  1899,  in  pursuance  of  the  claim  for  increase  filed  January  28,  1899, 
show,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department,  the  existence  at  that  time  of  a 
degree  of  disability  fully  equivalent  to  the  loss  of  a  hand  or  foot,  for  purposes 
of  manual  labor,  and  it  is  therefore  Held^  That  the  allowance  of  the  third- 
grade  rate  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  the  said  medical  examination  was 
and  is  fully  warranted. 

Calvin  A.  Hntchimon 51 

2.  The  appellant,  who  is  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  for  rheumatism 

and  resulting  disea^^e  of  heart,  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  wherein  he  alleged 
that  varicose  veins  of  both  legs  had  resulted  from  disease  of  heart,  and  claimed 
that  inasmuch  as  the  board  of  surgeons  by  which  he  was  examined  pursuant 
to  said  claim  had  rated  his  disabilities  at  third  grade  ($24  per  month]  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  such  rate  from  the  date  of  such  examination:  HM,  That 
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the  existing  rate  in  the  case  was  fully  commensurate  with  the  degree  of  disa- 
bility found  at  said  examination  as  a  result  of  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart; 
that  the  varicose  viens  of  both  legs  have  not  been  shown  to  be  a  sequence, 
either  from  a  pathologic  or  mechanical  standpoint,  of  disease  of  heart,  and  that 
no  authority  to  determine  what  rate  or  rates  of  pension  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed  in  any  claim  or  class  of  claims  for  pension  has  ever  been  conferred 
upon  examining  surgeons  either  by  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

Andrew  G.  Cunningham 317 

3.  The  rate  of  $8  per  month,  to  which  this  sailor  was  reduced,  appears  to  be  fairly 

commensurate  to  the  degree  of  incapacity  for  earning  a  support  shown  to  have 
existed. 

Mary  M.  De  Gough  ( widow ) 336 

Ck>mpoiindiiig. 

4.  The  claimant  w^as  pensioned  at  $17  per  month  for  disease  of  heart.    Subsequently 

a  reissue  was  made  to  include  deafness,  but  no  increase  of  rate  was  allowed. 
The  next  higher  rate  to  that  which  the  claimant  was  receiving  is  thinl  grade, 
$24  per  month.  There  is  no  authority  of  law  under  which  specific  rates  and 
general  rates  can  be  compounded  to  make  a  grade  rating. 

Niram  W.  Mattery 165 

Bank — Dependent  Belative. 

5.  Claimant's  son  having  held  the  rank  of  major  at  the  time  he  w^as  killed  in  battle, 

Noveml^r  27,  1868,  she  was  entitled  to  a  pension  of  $25  per  month  under  her 
dependent  mother's  application  filed  January  16, 1891,  and  there  was  and  is  no 
authority  of  law  for  rating  her  i>ension  at  $12  per  month  under  section  4707, 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

Mary  H.  Elliott  {mother) 34 

6.  A  dependent  mother  who  claims  by  reason  of  death,  of  service  origin,  is  entitled 

to  a  rating  of  but  $12  per  month  when  the  origin  of  the  death  cause  was  con- 
tracted while  soldier  was  a  private,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  said  soldier 
afterwards  l^ecame  a  commissioned  officer. 

Eliza  Hodgm an  {mother) 18 

KECOGNITION. 

See  Attorneyship,  25  and  422. 

BECOBB. 

See  Disloyalty,  327;  Evidence,  483;  Jurisdiction,  226. 

REDUCTION. 

See  Rate,  336. 

BEFTTNDMENT. 

See  Fee,  215. 

BEIKBUBSEMEKT. 

See  also  Fraud  and  Mistake,  200. 

1.  The  evidence  obtained  by  a  special  investigation  having  clearly  shown  that  the 
diseases  of  which  the  soldier  died  existed  prior  to  his  enlistment  and  that  the 
claimant  was  in  a  position  to  know  of  their  existence,  it  is  held  that  her  claim 
for  pension  on  the  ground  that  said  diseases  originated  in  the  service,  was 
fraudulent,  and  that  the  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  properly 
withheld  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount  paid  upon  said  claim. 

Sarah  M.  Decker  (widow) -_^ 200 
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2.  While  it  is  evident  that  the  allowance  which  it  is  proposed  to  recover  was  doe 
to  a  clerical  error,  yet  as,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  is  donbtful 
whether  the  pensioner  was  not  justly  entitled  to  what  he  reoeivetl,  it  is  held 
that  recovery  by  withholding  current  pension  should  not  be  enforced. 

Josephs.  Wilson 308 

3.  Where  Bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionarj'  judgmait 
in  passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the 
claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends  to  discredit  that  first 
acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the  Government  from  accmiDg 
pension. 

John  La  Mountain 395 

BEJECTION. 

See  Practice,  455. 
BEJECTED  BECBUIT. 

See  Servick,  390. 

See  Reotoration,  338. 

1.  Section  4708  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  applicable  to  widows  penaoned  under  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  upon  remarriage  of  the  widow 
pensioner  she  becomes  no  longer  entitled  to  the  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
said  first  section,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  providing  for  the  continu- 
ance and  enjoyment  of  such  pension  during  the  natural  lives  of  the  persona 
entitled  thereto  l)eing  no  longer  applicable  to  her. 

Dora  V.  Otis^  now  Crowley  (cw  u*idow) 338 

BEOPEKING. 

See  also  Practice,  95  and  112. 

1.  The  rule  of  limitation  for  reopening  rejected  increase  claims  in  cases  where  an 

appeal  was  filed  before  the  rule  had  run  is  suspended  during  the  period  from  the 

date  of  filing  the  appeal  and  the  date  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  thereon. 

Jonathan  Kinsey 112 

REPAYMENT.. 

See  Division  of  Pension,  255. 

1.  It  having  been  decided  that  upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  law  and  upon  the 
evidence  in  the  case  the  division  of  the  pension  and  the  payment  to  the  wife  of 
this  pensioner,  by  \drtue  of  the  act  named,  were  erroneous  and  without  proper 
warrant  of  law,  the  refusal  to  restore  to  him  the  amount  of  which  he  was 
deprived  is  likewise  illegal,  and  it  is  directed  that  such  amount  shall  be  paid 
to  him. 

Henry  N.  Roihery 255 

REBATING. 

See  also  Fee,  202. 

1.  Title  to  rerating  becomes  clear  only  when  it  appears  manifest  from  the  evidence 
in  the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or 
fact,  but  adjudications  long  since  made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly 
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using  their  discretionary  judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be 
disturbed  for  light  and  transient  causefl;  and  in  this  case,  thirty  years  having 
elapsed  since  iirst  allowance  of  pension,  and  increase  under  many  examina- 
tions, the  rates  fixed  wiU  not  be  disturbed. 

Alo7izo  C\  VeaU  (widow  completing) 299 

BES  JUDICATA. 

1.  Title  to  rerating  becomes  clear  only  when  it  appears  manifest  from  the  evidence 

in  the  case  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  the  result  of  mistake  of  law  or 
fact,  but  adjudications  long  since  made  by  officers  of  the  Government  fairly 
using  their  discretionary  judgment,  within  its  proper  scope,  should  not  be 
disturbed  for  light  and  transient  causes;  and  in  this  case,  thirty  years  having 
elapsed  since  first  allowance  of  pension,  and  increase  under  many  examina- 
tions, the  rates  fixed  will  not  be  disturbed. 

Alonzo  (\  Veale  (widow  completing) 299 

2.  Where  Bureau  officers  have  fairly  acted  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary  judgment 

in  passing  upon  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  upon  the  part  of  the 
claimant,  no  future  discovery  of  testimony  which  tends  to  discredit  that  first 
acted  upon  can  authorize  reimbursement  to  the  Government  from  accruing 
pension. 

John  La  Mount4xln 395 

BESTOBATION. 

See  also  Desertion,  373;  Practice,  122. 

1.  The  practice  of  refusing  to  consider  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  former  rate,  or 

one  which  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  when  such  are  included  in  a  claim 
for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  unsound  practice.  Paragraph  3, 
page  102,  and  paragraph  1,  page  103,  of  "A  treatise  on  the  practice  of  the  Pen- 
sion Bureau,"  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  April  9,  1898,  are 
accordingly  amended. 

Andrew  J.  Brown 122 

2.  Section  4708  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  applicable  to  widows  pensioned  under  the 

first  section  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  upon  the  remarriage  of  the 
widow  pensioner  she  becomes  no  longer  entitled  to  the  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  said  first  section,  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  providing 
for  the  continuance  and  enjoyment  of  such  pension  during  the  natural  lives  of 
the  persons  entitled  thereto  being  no  longer  applicable  to  her. 

Dora  V.  Otis,  now  Orowlei/  (as  widow) 338 

3.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  this  appellant's  military  service,  and  from 

the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  that  at  the  date  he  incnirred  the  disabilities  in 
the  service  on  account  of  which  he  was  formerly  pensioned  he  was  in  deser- 
tion from  a  prior  term  of  service,  and  was  at  said  time  absent  from  his  proper 
command  without  leave  and  not  in  the  line  of  duty,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be 
restored  to  the  pension  roll  under  the  present  rulings  and  decisions  of  this 
Department.  See  cases  of  John  Norton  (9  P.  D.,  382)  and  widow  of  John 
Sullivan  (10  P.  D.,  55). 

Lewis  Rankin 373 

BETHIED  OFFICER. 

1.  A  soldier  retired  after  thirty  years*  service  can  not  be  considered  as  still  in  the 
service  for  pensionable  purposes  without  due  proof  of  the  origin  of  disability  in 
line  of  duty.  The  service  contemplated  by  the  law  is  active  service,  and  dis- 
ability or  death  must  be  shown  to  be  due  thereto. 

Catherine  Meade  ( icidow) -.-gifiz?d-&yGoOgfe 
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BET&OACnVE  ULWS. 

See  CoxsTRrcTioN,  77  and  90. 

BE  VIEW. 

See  Appeal,  519. 

SABINE  INBIAN  WAB. 

See  Service,  177. 

SECTION  4702,  BEVIBED  STATUTES. 

See  Special  Act,  424. 
SECTION  4705,  BEVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Marriage,  181. 
SECTION  4707,  BEVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Dependent  Parents,  247;  Fee,  514. 

SECTION  4716,  BEVISED  STATUTES. 

Set^  Disloyalty,  64,  124,  KiO,  241,  290,  and  327. 

SECTIONS  4713,  BEVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Commencement,  175. 

SECTIONS  4766,  4767,  BEVISED  STATUTES. 

See  Navy  Pensions,  410. 

SEBVICE. 

See  also  Desertion,  332;  Notice,  523. 

Board  of  Enrollment. 

1.  Thi.s  appellant's  pervice  \va.s  rendered  as  a  commissioner  of  the  board  of  enroll- 

ment of  the  Second  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  He  filed 
an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  i)eiision  law,  on 
account  of  disease  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  during  said  ser\ice;  and 
also  an  application  for  pension,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  on  account  of  said  service:  Held,  That  there  is  no  pro- 
vision of  law  granting  pension  for  disease  contrat^ted  while  serving  as  commis- 
sioner of  board  of  enrollment,  and  that  suc^h  ser\'ice  is  not  a  pensionable  8er\'ioe 
under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Lucius  De  Witt  Morse 183 

MiUtia. 

2.  The  decisions  of  the  Department  in  the  cases  of  Randolph  M.  ManW  (5  P.  D., 

295).  William  Bice  (9  P.  D.,  21),  Walter  Morris  (9  P.  D.,  462),  and'all  similar 
cases,  which  recognizes  certain  militiamen  as  having  been  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  should  continue  to  be  accepted  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  as 
precedents  under  which  to  adjudicate  pension  claims  of  the  class  therein 
described.     (See  20  Op.  Atty.  (ienl.,  322. ) 

Imiractions 12 
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Captain  Beaty'a  Scouts. 

3.  The  act  of  July  14, 1870,  for  the  relief  of  Captain  Beaty's  company  of  Independent 

Scouts  was  manifestly  passed  to  enable  deserving?  members  thereof  to  obtain 
the  benefit  of  pension  laws  then  in  force  for  disabilities  incurred  in  the  service 
and  line  of  duty,  and  its  scope  can  not  be  broadened  to  include  the  essentially 
different  conditions  of  title  to  i)en8ion  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  claimant,  never  having  been  legally  mustered  into  the  United  States 
service  and  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  is  not  pensionable  under  said  last- 
mentioned  act.     Citing  case  of  James  Threet  (9  P.  D.,  297). 

Russell  Stephens 141 

Deserter — ^Age. 

4.  This  claimant  being  over  18  but  under  21  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  enlist- 

ment, in  June,  1861,  such  enlistment  was  valid  and  binding  upon  him,  and  any 
disability  incurred  by  him  during  the  term  ni  such  enlistment,  but  after  his 
desertion  therefrom  and  while  serving  in  the  United  States  Navy,  was  not  con- 
tracted in  line  of  duty. 

Edtciird  E.  Napier 240 

As  Substitute. 

5.  Claimant  was  enlisted  as  a  substitute  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  was 

carried  on  the  rolls  as  such  for  a  period  of  more  than  ninety  days,  when  he  was 
discharge<l  as  rejected  for  disability  by  a  board  of  inspection.  He  was  not 
assigned  to  any  company,  and  he  did  not  serve  in  the  military  service  in  the 
sense  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  is  not  entitled  to  pension. 
(See  cases  of  Rathton,  9  P.  D.,  162,  and  Ransom,  5  P.  D.,'183.) 

JohnS,  Robinson 390 

EnroUnient  and  Hnster  as  Wagon  Kaster. 

6.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  in  the  War  Department  of  the  deceased 

soldier's  military  service  that  he  was  duly  enlisted  and  mustered  into  the  mili- 
tary service  of  the  United  States,  and  subsequently  honorably  discharged 
therefrom,  it  is  immaterial  whether  he  was  enlisted  and  ser\'ed  as  a  "wagon 
master*'  or  not;  he  was  an  enlisted  man  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States,  and  as  such  occupied  a  pensionable  status  under  the  law.  The  rejection 
of  the  appellant's  claims  for  pension  as  the  widow  of  the  soldier  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  rendered  no  service  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  was,  therefore,  erroneous,  and  is  reversed. 

Margaret  Griffin  {tvidow) 282 

Indian  Wars. 

7.  The  Sabine  Indian  war  not  being  one  of  the  wars  named  in  the  act  of  July  27, 

1892,  the  soldiers  who  served  therein  are  not  entitled  to  pension  under  said  act. 
R.  O.  English 177 

Mexican  War. 

8.  It  appearing  from  the  official  record  of  the  military  service  of  the  deceased  soldier 

during  the  Mexican  war,  and  from  the  testimony  on  file  in  this  case,  that  the 
soldier  was  duly  enlisted  for  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico  as  a  recruit  for  a 
regiment  then  on  duty  in  Mexico,  and  that  he  served  for  a  term  of  more  than 
sixty  days  under  orders  and  "en  route"  to  the  seat  of  war  to  join  his  com- 
mand, such  service  fulfilled  the  conditions  of  pensionable  title  required  by  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  entitles  his  widow  to  pension 
thereunder. 

Meta  Thornton  {tmdow) 21 
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9.  It  appearing  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased  sailor  did  not  serve  for giity 
days  with  the  Navy  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier 
thereof,  or  en  route  thereto  in  the  war  with  that  nation,  this  appellant  is  not 
entitled  to  pension  as  his  widow  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Januaiy  29, 
1887. 

Matilda  I.  Kennedy  (vndow) 110 

10.  The  mere  fact  that  claimant  served  as  a  sailor  during  the  war  with  Mexico  is  not 

enough  to  entitle  him  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  bat  he 
must  have  served  sixty  days  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  or 
en  route  thereto,  or  actually  engaged  in  battle,  or  been  personally  named  by  a 
resolution  of  Congress  for  specific  sernce  rendered  therein. 

Thomas  McGinniss 218 

Period  of  Serrioo. 

11.  This  soldier  enlisted  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United  States  on  April  22,  l^S, 

less  than  sixty  days  prior  to  the  termination  of  the  war  with  Mexico,  on  Mar 
30,  1848.  Consequently  his  service  during  said  war  did  not  fulfill  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  pension  there- 
under. 

Alfred  WiUiams 163 

12.  While  soldier's  dischai^^e  and  a  report  from  the  War  Department  show  that  he 

Her>'ed  from  January  27  to  April  14, 1864,  other  records  show  him  present  with 
his  company,  assigned  to  light  duty,  in  ''camp  sick,"  and  discharged  May  21, 
1864,  and  therefore  in  the  military  service  from  enlistment  to  May  21,  1864, 
and  therefore  in  the  military  service  for  ninety  days  during  the  late  war  of 
the  rebellion. 

Martin  CoUins 206 

13.  A8  the  claimant  was  with  his  command  only  a  week  or  two  and  then  went  home 

and  remained  there  until  the  company  was  about  to  be  mustered  out,  hij*  place 
in  the  ranks  being  in  the  meantime  taken  by  another  man,  who  answered  to 
his  name  at  roll  call,  it  not  being  shown  that  he  received  a  sick  furlough,  as 
alleged,  he  did  not  serve  ninety  days  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  and  was  not  entitled  to  pension  thereunder. 

JohnR.  TroiU 435 

Proof  of  Sendee  of  Hotiee. 

14.  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  fler\'ice  of  an  appeal  and  notice  thereof,  there  being  no 

w-aiver  of  service  by  the  appellee,  such  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 

Sophia  M.  Loughry  r.  John  Ixmghry 523 

Special  Act  as  to  Service. 

15.  The  soldier  having  been  declared  by  special  act  of  Congress  to  be  an  officer  in  the 

military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  given  the  right  to  prosecute  a  claim 
for  pension  under  the  general  law,  although  he  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
mustered  nor  recognized  by  the  War  Department,  and  having  been  penaoned 
under  the  general  law  at  total  of  rank  for  disability  contracted  in  service,  the 
status  and  privilege  extend  to  the  widow,  and  she  is  pensionable  under  the 
general  law  if  the  officer's  death  was  the  result  of  the  disability  for  which  he 
was  pensioned,  as  provided  by  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

Corinne  R,  Strickland  {widow) 424 

SPECIAL  ACT. 

1.  The  soldier  having  been  declared  by  special  act  of  Congress  to  be  an  officer  in 
the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  given  the  right  to  prosecute  a 
claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  although  he  is  not  shown  to  have 
been  mu6tere<l  nor  recognize<i  by  the  War  Department,  and  having  been  pen- 
sioned under  the  general  law  at  total  of  rank  for  disability  contracted  in  ser\- 
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ice,  the  status  and  privilege  extend  to  the  widow,  and  she  is  pensionable 
under  the  general  law  if  the  officer's  death  was  the  result  of  the  disability  for 
which  he  was  pensioned,  as  provided  by  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

Corinne  R.  Strickland  {iridow) 424 

STTBGIOAIi  OFEBATION. 

See  Death  Cause,  106. 

TENNESSEE  LAWS. 

See  Marriage,  294;  Legitimacy,  294. 

TYPHOID  FEVEB. 

See  also  Origin,  329. 

1.  This  claim  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that,  according  to  the  records  of  the  War 
Department,  the  appellant  became  ill  in  eight  days  after  his  enlistment,  and  that, 
according  to  the  evidence  filed,  his  sickness  was  typhoid  fever;  and  that, 
according  to  medical  authorities,  the  period  of  eight  days  is  too  short  for  the 
incubation  of  said  disease,  which  was,  therefore,  not  contracted  in  the  wrvice, 
and  consequently  any  disability  arising  therefrom  is  not  pensionable:  Held, 
That  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  said  record  is  erroneous  as  to  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  soldier's  illness,  and  that  the  statement  of  the  Bureau 
relative  to  the  period  of  incubation  of  typhoid  fever  is  incorreitt. 

Andrew  Forbes 329 

VICIOUS  HABITS. 

See  also  Evidence,  344. 

1.  Vicious  habits  can  not  be  presumed  in  case  of  an  injury  unless  there  is  some- 
thing concerning  the  nature  or  character  of  the  injury  which  warrants  such  a 
presumption,  or  unless  the  evidence  shows  certain  facts  which  are  sufficient  to 
raise  such  a  presumption.  Where  neither  the  nature  of  tlie  injury  nor  the 
evidence  adduced  raises  such  a  presumption,  the  testimony  of  two  credible 
witnesses,  to  the  effect  that  claimant  is  now  a  man  of  good  habits,  and  that  they 
do  not  believe,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the  said  injur)'  was  due  to 
vicious  habits,  will  be  considered  as  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
statute,  provided  always  that  the  claimant  is  a  man  of  good  repute  for  veracity, 
and  that  he  shows  that  no  better  evidence  is  obtainable  by  him. 

Benjamin  F.  Peterman 344 

VESTED  BIGHT. 

1 .  The  right  to  a  pension  is  not  a  veffted  one. 

Eliza  Hodgman  ( mother) 18 

vraaiNiA  laws. 

See  Marria(;e,  167. 

WAGON  MASTER. 

8i'e  Service,  282. 

WAR  WITH  SPAIN. 

St*e  Dependent  Parents,  247. 
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